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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, March 10, 2003, at 12 noon. 

Senate 
FRIDAY, MARCH 7, 2003

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Dear God, omnipresent Lord of all 
life, we do not presume to invite You 
into this Chamber or into the delibera-
tions of this day; You are already here. 
This is Your Nation; this historic 
Chamber is the sanctuary for the sa-
cred work of government. All the Sen-
ators are here by Your choice, and all 
of us who work to support their leader-
ship are here by Your providence. 

The one place You will not enter 
without our invitation is our souls. 
You have ordained that we must ask 
You to take up residence in our inner 
being and to guide our thinking, de-
sires, vision, and plans. The latch 
string is on the inside. You stand at 
the door of each of our souls, persist-
ently knocking. We open the door and 
receive You as absolute Sovereign of 
our lives. Just as You reign as Sov-
ereign of this Nation and our ultimate 
Leader to whom we relinquish our own 
wills, may Your very best for our be-
loved Nation be accomplished through 
what is debated and decided today. You 
are our Lord and Savior. Amen.

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable TED STEVENS led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I advise 
Members that the Senate will be in a 
period of morning business until the 
hour of 12:30 p.m. today, with time 
equally divided between the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee and 
the Democratic leader or their des-
ignees. The Senate leadership—the ma-
jority and minority—recognizing that 
a number of Senators have desired to 
speak on the international situation, is 
making this period available for Sen-
ators to address the world scene relat-
ing to the war on terrorism, with em-
phasis on Iraq and North Korea. 

As announced last night, there will 
be no rollcall votes during today’s ses-
sion. The next vote will occur at 6 p.m. 
on Monday. It will be on the nomina-
tion of Gregory Frost of Ohio to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of Ohio. 

Also, a reminder: Under the consent 
agreement reached last night, the Sen-
ate will begin consideration of Cal-
endar No. 19, S. 3, the partial-birth 
abortion bill, at 5 p.m. on Monday. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 12:30 p.m., with time to be equally 
divided between the Senator from Vir-
ginia, Mr. WARNER, and the Democratic 
leader or their designees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Who yields time? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as may be required to our 
distinguished colleague from New 
Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

f 

WAR ON TERRORISM 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Virginia organizing this op-
portunity to discuss what is obviously 
one of the most serious issues which we 
as a nation are facing and which the 
world is facing; that is, the question of 
how we address terrorism, and specifi-
cally how we address terrorist states 
such as Iraq. 

The leadership of the Senator from 
Virginia on this point has been long 
and strong and continuous. I admire 
the fact that he has given us that lead-
ership, and I appreciate the fact that 
his service in the Senate and his exper-
tise are brought to bear on this type of 
a very difficult question. 

When we begin to address this issue 
of terrorism, I think we should start 
with the source. Let us turn to the 
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words of the man who has basically or-
chestrated the attacks on the United 
States, Osama bin Laden, and his in-
tentions and the intentions of the peo-
ple he directs, and unfortunately en-
courages. Osama bin Laden, on the 
issue of weapons of mass destruction, 
in an interview in 1999 from Time mag-
azine, said the following:

Acquiring weapons for the defense of Mus-
lims is a religious duty. If I have indeed ac-
quired these weapons—

Weapons of mass destruction—
—then I thank God for enabling me to do 

so. And if I seek to acquire these weapons, I 
am carrying out a duty. It would be a sin for 
Muslims not to try to possess the weapons 
that would prevent the infidels from inflict-
ing harm on Muslims.

In a religious order he states:
We, with Allah’s help, call on every Mus-

lim who believes in Allah and who wishes to 
be rewarded to comply with Allah’s order to 
kill Americans and plunder their money 
wherever and whenever they find it. The rul-
ing to kill the Americans and their allies, ci-
vilians and military, is an individual duty 
for every Muslim who can do it in any coun-
try in which it is possible to do it.

These are the words of a fanatic who 
has a purpose. We have seen the execu-
tion of his purpose in the attacks on 
Americans, with thousands dying in 
New York and others here in Wash-
ington, military men and women in 
Yemen, and in our Foreign Service per-
sonnel in Africa. 

The question becomes: From whom 
would he obtain these weapons of de-
struction? It is clear that one of the 
core sources of weapons of mass de-
struction is terrorist states which are 
producing those weapons of mass de-
struction—states which act outside the 
responsibility of the civilized world. 

The state which has most flagrantly 
pursued that course of action is, of 
course, Iraq. They have weapons of 
mass destruction. That has been con-
firmed beyond question—biological and 
chemical—and they clearly are trying 
to develop nuclear. More importantly, 
Saddam Hussein has used those weap-
ons not only against what he perceives 
as an enemy—the Iranians—but 
against his own people. He has killed 
thousands of his own people and tens of 
thousands of Iranians using weapons of 
mass destruction—chemical weapons. 

We know there are literally tons of 
Vx gas and pounds of anthrax which 
are unaccounted for and which cannot 
be found—and which are in the posses-
sion of Saddam Hussein. Should they 
fall into the hands of Osama bin Laden, 
it is very clear from his own words that 
they would be used against us here in 
the United States, and the implications 
are staggering. If they were to be dis-
persed in any number of ways, tens of 
thousands of Americans might be 
harmed and possibly even die. 

The United Nations has equally rec-
ognized that Saddam Hussein is a 
threat to the civilized world, and a 
number of resolutions have been passed 
by the United Nations calling for ac-
tion to be taken by Saddam Hussein 
and his regime to comply with inter-
national law.

In April 1991, almost 12 years ago, the 
U.N. Security Council decided in Secu-
rity Council Resolution 687 that Iraq 
shall unconditionally accept, under 
international supervision, the destruc-
tion, removal, or rendering harmless of 
its weapons of mass destruction, and 
ballistic missiles with a range over 150 
kilometers. It further required Iraq to 
make a declaration within 15 days of 
the location, amounts, and types of 
such items. 

Twelve years ago that resolution was 
passed. It is uncomplied with. It has 
been ignored. It has been intentionally 
obfuscated by Saddam Hussein. 

In August 1991, Security Council Res-
olution 707 demanded that Iraq provide, 
without further delay, full, final, and 
complete disclosure of its proscribed 
weapons and programs as required by 
the previous resolution. 

That resolution has been ignored, ob-
fuscated, undercut, and actively avoid-
ed by Saddam Hussein’s regime. 

In June 1996, Security Council Reso-
lution 1060 deplored the refusal of the 
Iraqi authorities to allow access to 
sites designated by the Special Com-
mission, which constituted a clear vio-
lation of three previous resolutions. 

That resolution has been ignored, ob-
fuscated, and undercut by Saddam Hus-
sein, and intentionally undermined. 

In June 1997, Security Council Reso-
lution 1115 condemned Iraq’s actions 
and demanded Iraq allow UNSCOM’s 
team immediate, unconditional, and 
unrestricted access to any sites for in-
spections, and officials for interviews 
by UNSCOM. Again, the resolution has 
been ignored, undermined, and actively 
obfuscated and circumvented by Sad-
dam Hussein. 

In October 1997, Security Council 
Resolution 1134 demanded that Iraq co-
operate fully with the Special Commis-
sion and demanded also that Iraq, 
without delay, allow the inspection 
teams immediate, unconditional, and 
unrestricted access to any and all 
areas, facilities, equipment, records, as 
well as to persons whom the inspectors 
wish to interview. 

The resolution has been ignored, un-
dermined, and actively obfuscated by 
Saddam Hussein. 

In November 1997, Security Council 
Resolution 1137 condemned the contin-
ued violations by Iraq, its tampering 
with monitoring cameras of the Spe-
cial Commission, and demanded that 
Iraq cooperate fully, and immediately. 

That was in 1997. And there has been 
no immediate cooperation. In fact, 
there have been active—active—at-
tempts to interfere with and under-
mine that resolution. 

In March 1998, Security Council Reso-
lution 1154 stressed that Iraq must ac-
cord immediate, unconditional, and un-
restricted access to the Special Com-
mission, and that any violation would 
result in the severest consequences for 
Iraq. 

Again, Iraq has ignored the resolu-
tion and actively worked to undermine 
it. 

In November 1998, Security Council 
Resolution 1205 condemned the decision 
by Iraq to cease cooperation with the 
Special Commission as a flagrant vio-
lation of Resolution 687 and other reso-
lutions. 

In November 2002, Security Council 
Resolution 1441, which was unani-
mously approved, decided that Iraq has 
been and remains in material breach of 
its obligations under relevant resolu-
tions and decided to afford Iraq, by this 
resolution, a final opportunity to com-
ply with its disarmament obligations 
under the relevant resolutions. 

Resolution 1441 has been ignored, ob-
fuscated, and actively—actively—un-
dermined by Saddam Hussein and his 
regime.

There can be no question—absolutely 
no question—but that Saddam Hussein 
and his regime in Iraq continued to 
possess weapons of mass destruction, 
continued to hide those weapons from 
the inspectors, continued to violate 
resolution after resolution of the world 
community, as presented by the United 
Nations, and represents a clear and 
present and immediate threat not only 
to its neighbors, but more specifically 
to us, the United States. 

There are some in the world commu-
nity, obviously—mostly in Europe—
some of our allies, who, for whatever 
their personal reasons or whatever 
their national interests, have decided 
Saddam Hussein does not represent the 
threat we know he is. I might even re-
call the words of Washington when I 
think of that. Washington advised us, 
of course: Why, by interweaving our 
destiny with that of any part of Eu-
rope, entangle our peace and prosperity 
in the toils of European ambition, 
rivalship, interest, humor, or caprice? 
There are interests there that are not 
ours. But in the end our purpose must 
be our national security and the secu-
rity of our people. 

It was not, of course, Berlin or 
France or Paris that was attacked. It 
was New York City that was attacked. 
As a result, it is America that is at 
risk. 

Former President Clinton made it 
very clear he understood the threat of 
Saddam Hussein. He has described Iraq 
as a ‘‘rogue state with weapons of mass 
destruction ready to use them or pro-
vide them to terrorists, drug traf-
fickers or organized criminals who 
travel the world among us unnoticed.’’ 
He went on to imagine: What if Sad-
dam fails to comply with the U.N. reso-
lutions and we fail to act, or we take 
some ambiguous third course, which 
gives him yet another opportunity to 
develop this program of weapons of 
mass destruction? Mr. Clinton an-
swered his own question by saying:

Well, [Saddam] will conclude that the 
international community has lost its will. 
He will then conclude that he can go right on 
and do more to rebuild an arsenal of dev-
astating destruction. And someday, some 
way, I guarantee you he’ll use the arsenal. 
And I think every one of you who’s worked 
on this for any length of time believes that, 
too.
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That was President Clinton. 
Last night, President Bush made it 

very clear that he understands his pur-
pose as President, his responsibility as 
Commander in Chief, but more impor-
tantly, his responsibility as a leader of 
the free world, and the protector of the 
interests of the American people and 
the lives of Americans, must involve 
the disarmament of Iraq. 

There can be no question about that. 
Iraq must be disarmed. We are engaged 
in a war. Some on the other side have 
said or implied there is no war and, 
therefore, we should not go to war. But 
when our buildings were attacked and 
our people died in New York, and when 
our people died in Washington, and 
when our sailors were killed in Yemen, 
and our Foreign Service people were 
killed in Africa, clearly, those were 
acts of war directed at us and at our 
people. 

Were this the 19th century or well 
into the 20th century, when despots 
such as Saddam Hussein also existed—
all through time there have been des-
pots—then maybe we could take a 
more casual or leisurely approach to 
this, and maybe we could live by the 
code of some of our European allies: 
That we simply will do business with 
them and hope they go away. But those 
times no longer exist. 

Today, when a rogue nation, led by a 
criminal individual, attains weapons of 
mass destruction, the death and de-
struction which they can level on peo-
ple who they perceive as their enemies 
is overwhelming. The smoking gun is 
no longer a single bullet. The smoking 
gun may be a nuclear bomb or a bio-
logical weapon or a chemical attack 
which kills tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans. 

We cannot wait for the smoking gun. 
We know the weapons exist. We know 
the person who controls those weapons 
is fundamentally evil. And we know 
the people who want to attain those 
weapons have already killed thousands 
of Americans. We must take action. 

So I congratulate and support our 
President as he moves forward to make 
it unquestionably clear we will not tol-
erate an Iraq that has weapons of mass 
destruction, and we will do what is nec-
essary to protect our Nation and our 
people and the freedom which we enjoy. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Virginia granting me this 
time. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I very 
much appreciate the contribution of 
our distinguished colleague. 

We have two speakers on our side 
ready to go forward, and we will rotate, 
as the case may be. But we now have 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, who is also 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Defense within the larger committee, a 
man who has dedicated much of his 
lifetime to defense issues, beginning in 
World War II with his distinguished 
service in the Army Air Corps.

I would hope the chairman might 
make reference to the work that has 
been done in his committee with ref-
erence to the issues relating to inter-
national terrorism, Iraq, and North 
Korea, because there is some challenge 
to the Senate as an institution as to 
whether or not we are giving attention 
to these issues. Within the last day or 
so, I put into the RECORD a very long 
recitation of what the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate has been 
doing. I know the Committee on Appro-
priations, particularly the sub-
committee, has been very active. We 
also are likely to hear from the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. His committee has also been 
doing a great deal of work. 

We all recognize the value of debates 
in this historic Chamber, but there is 
much work going on within the com-
mittee structure by individual Sen-
ators in their town meetings. So, col-
lectively, this institution has a good 
record of addressing the serious issues 
of our time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CHAFEE). The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Virginia is right. As a 
veteran of World War II and a child of 
the Depression, I harken back to the 
days before World War II when we had 
so much information coming our way 
concerning the scourge that was 
threatening and did threaten and al-
most destroyed Europe. We have tried 
to be vigilant in this country. We have 
had a series of debates not only on this 
occasion but at the time of the decision 
of the United States to fulfill the re-
quest of the United Nations to eject 
Saddam Hussein from Kuwait. We had 
similar divisions on the floor of the 
Senate then. I was sad to hear com-
ments made before that action was ini-
tiated, but I was very proud of the Sen-
ate that after the decision was made to 
go to war against Iraq in order to eject 
them from Kuwait the Senate came to-
gether and supported President Bush in 
1991 to achieve that objective. 

Now we face a different cir-
cumstance. I like to harken back to 
the words that my good friend, the 
former Secretary of State, Henry Kis-
singer, said before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee last September. 
He said then:

We must consider not only the result of ac-
tion but the consequences of our inaction.

Secretary Kissinger presents the 
watchwords for this body to consider 
and think about, especially since this 
administration and I personally believe 
that Saddam Hussein represents a clear 
and present danger to the United 
States and to those who believe in free-
dom throughout the world. 

As a consequence of the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001, and the 
war on terrorism that ensued, Sec-
retary Kissinger pointed out that a 
new geopolitical reality was born. The 
world must recognize that the poten-
tial connection between terrorists and 

weapons of mass destruction moved 
terrorism to a new level of threat. In 
fact, that nexus should be the over-
riding security issue of our Nation. 

President Bush and his team of na-
tional advisers has determined that 
Saddam Hussein is in possession of 
weapons of mass destruction—chem-
ical, biological, and possibly nuclear—
which could be used by terrorists to 
threaten the world. There is a great 
deal of information collected by the 
United States in the past year con-
cerning that fact. 

In 2001, an Iraqi defector, Adnan 
Ihsan Saeed al-Haideri, said he had vis-
ited 20 secret facilities for chemical, bi-
ological, and nuclear weapons. Mr. 
Saeed, a civil engineer, supported his 
claims with Iraqi Government con-
tracts complete with technical speci-
fications. Mr. Saeed said Iraq used 
companies to purchase equipment with 
the blessing of the United Nations and 
then secretly used that equipment for 
their weapons programs. 

Iraq admitted to producing biological 
agents and, after the 1995 defection of a 
senior Iraqi official, Iraq admitted to 
weaponization of thousands of liters of 
anthrax, botulinum toxin, and 
aflatoxin for use with Scud warheads, 
aerial bombs, and aircraft. Our Defense 
Department reported in 2001 that Iraq 
had continued to work its weapons pro-
grams, including converting an L–29 jet 
trainer aircraft for potential vehicles 
for delivery of chemical or biological 
weapons. Just think of that, 
weaponization of an airplane and using 
an airplane in a way entirely foreign to 
its original purpose. It reminds me of 
September 11. 

This jet trainer is capable of deliv-
ering both of these systems, chemical 
and biological weapons. In fact, Iraq 
has not accounted for hundreds of tons 
of chemical precursors and tens of 
thousands of unfilled munitions, in-
cluding Scud variant missile warheads. 
It has not accounted for at least 15,000 
artillery rockets that in the past were 
its preferred vehicles for delivering 
nerve agents, nor has it accounted for 
almost 550 artillery shells filled with 
mustard agents. 

Iraq is still purchasing chemical 
weapons agent precursors and applica-
ble production equipment. It is making 
an effort to hide the activities at the 
Fallujah plant, which is one of Iraq’s 
chemical weapons production facilities, 
which was one of those production fa-
cilities before the gulf war. At Fallujah 
and three other plants, Iraq has chlo-
rine production capacity far higher 
than any civilian need for water treat-
ment. Evidence indicates that some of 
its chlorine imports are being diverted 
for military purposes. 

A report issued by the International 
Institute for Strategic Studies con-
cluded that Saddam Hussein could 
build a nuclear bomb within months if 
he were able to obtain fissile material. 
In the last 14 months, Iraq has sought 
to buy thousands of specifically de-
signed aluminum tubes which intel-
ligence officials believe were intended 
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as components for centrifuges to enrich 
uranium. Iraq has withheld documenta-
tion relative to its past nuclear pro-
gram, including data about enrichment 
techniques, foreign procurement, weap-
ons designs, experimental data, and 
technical documents. 

Saddam Hussein has repeatedly met 
with his nuclear scientists over the 
past 2 years, signaling his continued 
interest in developing a nuclear pro-
gram. 

Iraq is believed to be developing bal-
listic missiles with a greater range 
than 150 kilometers, as prohibited by 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 687. 
Iraq continues to work on the al-
Samoud liquid propellant short-range 
missile which can fly beyond the 150 
kilometers barred by the agreements 
into which it has entered. The al-
Samoud and the solid propellant 
Ababil-100 appeared in a military pa-
rade in Baghdad on December 31, 2000, 
suggesting that both were nearing 
operational deployment. The al-Rafah-
North facility is Iraq’s principal site 
for testing liquid propellant missile en-
gines, and it has been building a new 
larger test stand there that is clearly 
intended for testing prohibited long-
range missile engines. 

Each of these actions point to the 
creation of an environment that will 
permit Saddam Hussein to go after his 
enemies, whether they are in Iraq or 
any other region in the world. And we 
have seen time and time again Saddam 
Hussein has no regard for the ideals of 
freedom, equality, and justice for oth-
ers. He lives in an empty echo chamber 
of evil. 

What we must face is that the United 
Nations resolutions were systemati-
cally and brutally ignored and violated 
for the past 12 years. It was the U.N. 
inspectors who found it impossible to 
do their job and had to leave their 
work unfinished. They returned, and 
they have been at it again, trying to 
find the evidence to prove what we all 
believe is true. 

Clearly, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has just stated Iraq has ignored 
now 17 resolutions and blatantly vio-
lated the agreement it made after de-
feat in 1991. 

What we face is existence of a rogue 
state with weapons of mass destruc-
tion. I wonder if anyone here denies 
that. They have the willingness to use 
these weapons and have demonstrated 
in the past, both against the Kurds and 
Iran, that they have a hatred for the 
civilized world. It is a terrorist state 
now, in my opinion. If we were to go to 
war with Iraq again, we will not be ig-
noring our war on terrorism but trying 
to stamp out the source of it. Ameri-
cans must face this responsibility and 
the realization that we are the one 
country in the world that can both 
eradicate this man, bring him to jus-
tice, and bring the seeds of democracy 
to a new nation.

I hope we will finally hear soon that 
all of the nations we believed were our 
partners in seeking freedom will sup-

port the objectives of the U.N. resolu-
tions that have already passed. I think 
if we would enforce those, we would 
achieve a safe and lasting peace for 
Iraq and remove Saddam Hussein from 
power. In fact, I remind the Senate and 
the President of section 6 of the Iraqi 
Liberation Act of 1998, which urged 
then-President Clinton to call upon the 
U.N. to establish an international 
criminal tribunal for the purpose of in-
dicting, prosecuting, and imprisoning 
Saddam Hussein and other Iraqi offi-
cials, including his sons Qusay and 
Uday, who are responsible for crimes 
against humanity, genocide, and other 
criminal violations of international 
law. 

Mr. President, I also awakened this 
morning to find the Washington Times. 
This story bothers me considerably. It 
is a story headlined ‘‘Iraq Strengthens 
Air Force with French Parts.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full article be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 

disturbs me greatly. For the last 20 
years, 21 years, I have been privileged 
to attend the Paris Air Show, along 
with a substantial number of Ameri-
cans and our American companies. I 
visited those companies in their cha-
lets there. We tried to develop what 
was called a ‘‘two-way street.’’ We 
would buy some materials from them 
and they would buy some from us. 

There is no need for France to sell 
equipment to Saddam Hussein. It is 
international treason, Mr. President. It 
is in violation of a U.N. resolution, and 
there should be no question about 
French officials—they should come for-
ward quickly to deal with this story. 
As a pilot and former war pilot, it dis-
turbs me greatly that the French 
would allow, in any way, parts for the 
Mirage to be exported so the Iraqis 
could continue to use those planes. 
They are good planes, Mr. President. 
The French make very good aircraft 
parts. But they should not be finding 
their way to Saddam Hussein at this 
time. 

I share the concern of the writer of 
that article about the position of the 
French government, in view of this in-
formation now disclosed by our intel-
ligence officials. As Senator WARNER 
stated, as chairman of the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I intend to 
get to the bottom of that. We intend to 
make inquiries today and find out what 
more we know about what is disclosed 
in the article regarding the shipment 
of military parts from either France or 
Germany into Iraq. I believe the Amer-
ican people need to know more about 
this. We need to know why these two 
countries, among the best of our allies, 
are standing on the sidelines as we pre-
pare to try to destroy this regime that 
threatens the world. In my judgment, 
it is something the Senate must take 
very seriously if either of those govern-

ments has allowed the export of war 
materials to go to Iraq at this time. 

I thank my friend for allowing me 
this time.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 7, 2003] 
IRAQ STRENGTHENS AIR FORCE WITH FRENCH 

PARTS 
(By Bill Gertz) 

A French company has been selling spare 
parts to Iraq for its fighter jets and military 
helicopters during the past several months, 
according to U.S. intelligence officials. 

The unidentified company sold the parts to 
a trading company in the United Arab Emir-
ates, which then shipped the parts through a 
third country into Iraq by truck. 

The spare parts included goods for Iraq’s 
French-made Mirage F–1 jets and Gazelle at-
tack helicopters. 

An intelligence official said the illegal 
spare-parts pipeline was discovered in the 
past two weeks and that sensitive intel-
ligence about the transfers indicates that 
the parts were smuggled to Iraq as recently 
as January. 

Other intelligence reports indicate that 
Iraq had succeeded in acquiring French 
weaponry illegally for years, the official 
said. 

The parts appear to be included in an effort 
by the Iraqi military to build up materiel for 
its air forces before any U.S. military action, 
which could occur before the end of the 
month. 

The officials identified the purchaser of 
the parts as the Al Tamoor Trading Co., 
based in Dubai, United Arab Emirates. A 
spokesman for the company could not be 
reached for comment. 

The French military parts were then sent 
by truck into Iraq from a neighboring coun-
try the officials declined to identify. 

Iraq has more than 50 Mirage F–1 jets and 
an unknown number of Gazelle attack heli-
copters, according to the London-based 
International Institute for Strategic Studies. 

An administration official said the French 
parts transfers to Iraq may be one reason 
France has so vehemently opposed U.S. plans 
for military action against Iraq. ‘‘No wonder 
the French are opposing us,’’ this official 
said. 

The official, however, said intelligence re-
ports of the parts sale did not indicate that 
the activity was sanctioned by the French 
government or that Paris knows about the 
transfers. 

The intelligence reports did not identify 
the French company involved in selling the 
aircraft parts or whether the parts were new 
or used. 

The Mirage F–1 was made by France’s 
Dassault Aviation. Gazelle helicopters were 
made by Aerospatiale, which later became a 
part of a consortium of European defense 
companies. 

The importation of military goods by Iraq 
is banned under U.N. Security Council reso-
lutions passed since the 1991 Persian Gulf 
war. 

Nathalie Loiseau, press counselor at the 
French Embassy, said her government has no 
information about the spare-parts smuggling 
and has not been approached by the U.S. gov-
ernment about the matter. 

‘‘We fully comply with the U.N. sanctions, 
and there is no sale of any kind of military 
material or weapons to Iraq,’’ she said. 

A CIA spokesman had no comment. 
A senior administration official declined to 

discuss Iraq’s purchase of French warplane 
and helicopter parts. ‘‘It is well known that 
the Iraqis use front companies to try to ob-
tain a number of prohibited items,’’ the offi-
cial said. 
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The disclosure comes amid heightened 

anti-French sentiment in the United States 
over Paris’ opposition to U.S. plans for using 
force to disarm Iraq. 

A senior defense official said France under-
mined U.S. efforts to disarm Iraq last year 
by watering down language of U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 1441 that last fall re-
quired Iraq to disarm all its chemical, bio-
logical and nuclear weapons programs. 

France, along with Russia, Germany and 
China, said yesterday that they would block 
a joint U.S.-British U.N. resolution on the 
use of force against Iraq. 

French Foreign Minister Dominique de 
Villepin told reporters in Paris on Wednes-
day that France ‘‘will not allow a resolution 
to pass that authorizes resorting to force.’’

‘‘Russia and France, as permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council, will assume 
their full responsibilities on this point,’’ he 
stated. 

France has been Iraq’s best friend in the 
West. French arms sales to Baghdad were 
boosted in the 1970s under Premier Jacques 
Chirac, the current president. Mr. Chirac 
once called Saddam Hussein a ‘‘personal 
friend.’’

During the 1980s, when Paris backed Iraq in 
its war against Iran, France sold Mirage 
fighter bombers and Super Entendard air-
craft to Baghdad, along with Exocet anti-
ship missiles. 

French-Iraqi ties soured after the Iraqi in-
vasion of Kuwait that led to the 1991 Persian 
Gulf war. 

France now has an estimated $4 billion in 
debts owed to it by Iraq as a result of arms 
sales and infrastructure construction 
projects. The debt is another reason U.S. of-
ficials believe France is opposing military 
force to oust Saddam. 

Henry Sokolski, director of the private 
Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 
said French transfers of military equipment 
to Iraq would have ‘‘an immediate and rel-
evant military consequence, if this was 
done.’’

‘‘The United States with its allies are 
going to suppress the Iraqi air force and air 
defense very early on in any conflict, and it’s 
regrettable that the French have let a com-
pany complicate that mission,’’ Mr. Sokolski 
said. 

Secretary of State Collin L. Powell last 
month released intelligence information 
showing videotape of an Iraqi F–1 Mirage 
that had been modified to spray anthrax 
spores. 

A CIA report to Congress made public in 
January stated that Iraq has aggressively 
sought advanced conventional arms. ‘‘A 
thriving gray-arms market and porous bor-
ders have allowed Baghdad to acquire small-
er arms and components for larger arms, 
such as spare parts for aircraft, air defense 
systems, and armored vehicles,’’ the CIA 
stated. 

Iraq also has obtained some military goods 
through the U.N.-sponsored oil-for-food pro-
gram. 

A second CIA report in October on Iraq’s 
weapons of mass destruction stated: ‘‘Iraq 
imports goods using planes, trains, trucks, 
and ships without any type of international 
inspections—in violation of UN Security 
Council resolutions.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is al-
ways a great pleasure to listen to my 
distinguished colleague. 

I wonder if I might just make ref-
erence to a point of history. Give or 
take a year or so, both of us lived 
through the World War II period. You 

were a distinguished aviator with the 
Air Corps. I was a mere sailor in the 
closing months. You got overseas and, 
fortunately, my generation didn’t have 
to go because of the courage of Harry 
Truman. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am always pleased 
to be with young men, Mr. President. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

We have to use history as a rearview 
mirror to explain the complexity of the 
times. You will recall that period in 
1937 when the war clouds were gath-
ering in Europe, and Neville Chamber-
lain went over to see whether or not he 
could reconcile the situation involving 
Hitler and the extraordinary buildup of 
his forces. The world was apprehensive. 
Chamberlain emerged from the meet-
ing and flew back to London with a 
piece of paper that said ‘‘peace in our 
times.’’ And then we know the tragic 
events that unfolded after that, with 
the invasion of Poland in 1939, and then 
down through and into France in 1940, 
and the entrapment of the British 
forces at Dunkerque. The whole world 
came in on top of us because we failed 
to heed what was absolutely manifest—
that Hitler was a despotic dictator, 
with the then-current generation of 
weapons of destruction, and he un-
leashed them on the whole world as we 
stood by. 

Mr. President, I fear the same con-
sequences now. That is why I commend 
our President for his steadfastness, te-
naciousness, courage, and wisdom in 
addressing these issues and not flinch-
ing or blinking, but staying the course 
and trying, as he said last night, to 
make diplomacy work, but recognizing 
that if diplomacy fails, we have to step 
into the breach and lead. 

The Senator mentioned the only na-
tion is the United States, but I know 
he wishes to include Great Britain. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. Yes, that is why I 

amended my comment. I certainly do 
admire greatly the position of Great 
Britain and its leaders right now. 

Regarding the comment of the Sen-
ator about my memories of 1937, I was 
14 then. I recall listening to people who 
tried to explain to me what was going 
on in Europe. It wasn’t until much 
later, really, that I learned, as I en-
tered college and started studying 
about world policies, just really the 
sadness of that trip Chamberlain made. 

I join the Senator from Virginia, Mr. 
President, because I have just total ad-
miration for our President and his for-
titude.

Would there had been leaders in Eu-
rope at the time we are discussing who 
had the courage to stand up to Hitler 
and try to put together coalitions to 
stop him from expanding. Once on the 
floor I compared Saddam Hussein to 
Hitler, and I was criticized for that. In 
my mind, a tyrant is a tyrant and evil 
is evil. From the days of my youth, 
Hitler was the epitome of evil. In the 

time we are now living, I believe Sad-
dam Hussein is the epitome of evil, and 
the President is correct to talk about 
evil in relationship to this man and his 
intentions. 

Above all, I admire the President for 
his courage to stand up despite all the 
criticism, all the apparent division 
that is developing in this country, and 
saying: We, as a nation, have declared 
ourselves to be the agents for freedom 
in the world, and we are going to pur-
sue our goal of changing that regime so 
it cannot threaten the world. 

I am involved, as the Senator knows, 
with the problems of the development 
of oil in my State. I shudder every day 
to think that as the delivery of oil 
from Alaska to what we call the south 
48 States has declined, our purchase of 
Iraqi oil has increased. I wonder how 
many Americans realize we are sending 
daily to Iraq moneys that Saddam Hus-
sein uses to buy this equipment, uses 
to buy these Mirage parts. 

The problem of today is we compart-
mentalize information to the extent of 
saying: Yes, we know that, but on the 
other hand, some people say, we should 
not be disturbed by those facts. 

I am disturbed, and I wonder, as we 
do go to war with Iraq, about the fu-
ture of this country and what happens 
to that oil and what happens to our Na-
tion as we now import about 55 percent 
of the oil we consume daily. We used to 
be self-sufficient in oil and gas. We are 
not today. It is because we have been 
lured into thinking perhaps if we trad-
ed with tyrants such as Iraq, they 
would recognize the bond of business 
rather than the bond of commitment to 
principle. 

I hope we will find the day when the 
Nation as a whole will join President 
Bush and his advisers—what a wonder-
ful array of advisers he has with Sec-
retary Powell, Condoleezza Rice, and 
Secretary Rumsfeld. I cannot think of 
a generation of individuals who are 
better trained to guide this country 
through a period of crisis than the ones 
with whom the President has sur-
rounded himself, with the approval of 
the Senate. 

I have every confidence in what the 
President is trying to do. I think it will 
be a swift and decisive war. It will in-
volve casualties—casualties that could 
be avoided if other nations of the world 
would join with us and the people of 
Iraq understood the world was joined 
together to condemn this man and his 
cohorts. 

Right know, I believe it is time for us 
to realize, those who support the Presi-
dent, that we may have to do what he 
says: We may have to go it alone al-
most. We will have a coalition. The co-
alition will actually be bigger than 1991 
but not the same partners. 

I agree with the President, we do not 
need partners on this one. We do not 
need them. I believe we have right on 
our side and we have might on our side 
and we should use that might for the 
best interest of the world and the fu-
ture. 
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I thank the Senator for the privilege 

of being with him this morning. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague. I wish to associate my-
self with his comment about the great 
team of advisers the President has. 
They have time and again gone into 
the forums of the world to indicate the 
necessity for strong action and strong 
leadership at this time. We certainly 
have it in this President and his ad-
ministration. I thank my colleague. 

I see, Mr. President, the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, with the 
distinguished chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee still in the Cham-
ber and likewise my colleague, Senator 
WARNER, chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, I wish to say what a 
privilege it is to work with these two 
great Senators. 

Senator WARNER, mentioned, as did 
Senator STEVENS, the great team the 
President has assembled with Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and 
Condoleezza Rice. We are very pleased 
in the Senate with the leadership of 
BILL FRIST as our majority leader, and 
committee chairmen are working to-
gether vigorously. 

I congratulate the Senator from Vir-
ginia for his construction this morning 
of a very important opportunity for us 
to think together about the events of 
the present and likewise our possibili-
ties for the future. 

My hope is that the United States of 
America will continue to lead in form-
ing a global coalition that will combat 
terrorism in a very effective way. 

Terrorists, when armed with weapons 
of mass destruction, are in a position 
to create what philosophers would call 
existential events for countries. By 
that I mean that weapons of mass de-
struction in the hands of relatively few 
people—a rogue state, a sub-national 
group, or maybe even a small terrorist 
cell—are capable of obliterating large 
cities, killing hundreds of thousands of 
people, and creating panic in entire 
countries. One terrorist attack with a 
weapon of mass destruction has the po-
tential to create such dislocations in 
the economy of a country that recov-
ery could take decades. This existen-
tial threat from terrorism is a new con-
dition for the world that requires 
changes in our policy priorities. All na-
tions do not understand this with the 
same precision that the United States 
and our leadership does. All nations 
have not been attacked in the same 
manner we have been. 

For some members of our body poli-
tic, the September 11 attacks were a 
wake-up call, but it was a call that has 
been heard. When President Bush and 
his strategists put forward a response, 
it was supported by the vast majority 
of the American people. We knew that 
the hijackers were from the al-Qaida 
group. We knew there were al-Qaida 
terrorists in Afghanistan who had been 

in training camps. We knew that the 
Afghanistan Government, under the 
Taliban regime, had been hospitable to 
terrorists. 

We asked the Taliban regime in Af-
ghanistan to turn over the terrorists. 
They were unwilling to do so. As a re-
sult, our country led an international 
effort in Afghanistan to root out the 
terrorists. As President Bush has 
pointed out, we pursued this mission in 
the most careful and humane way with 
regard to innocent civilians in that 
country. We sought to find one by one 
the individuals who were perpetrating 
not only deeds in the United States of 
America, but a long string of terrorist 
atrocities over the previous decade. 

The military action that occurred 
there had the support of our NATO al-
lies.

It had the support of many countries 
that understood immediately the prob-
lems terrorism in the world presents. 
For example, President Putin of Russia 
and President Bush were on the phone 
both voicing mutual support. I mention 
that particular call because in the past 
2 days the Senate has had extensive de-
bate on the Moscow Treaty. This de-
bate had significance for our global po-
sition and for an important relation-
ship that has been changing for the 
better, and which must continue to im-
prove. 

One reason for discussing the Moscow 
Treaty at this particular point in the 
life of the Senate was because the Sen-
ate is deeply engaged in world affairs, 
in foreign policy, in defense policy, and 
deeply concerned about our relation-
ship with Russia. The participation of 
Russia in the war against terrorism is 
vital. Even at this moment, President 
Bush and Secretary of State Powell are 
working with the Russians to come to 
a somber understanding of what our 
mutual obligations are with regard to 
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq 
and in North Korea and, for that mat-
ter, everywhere. 

These are important conversations. 
The President of the United States in 
his news conference last night, talked 
about this vigorous diplomacy. Our 
President has been reaching out to 
world leaders on the phone. He has 
been active in attempting to make cer-
tain that all nations understand the 
gravity of danger to each one of us and 
how much the community of nations 
depend upon the actions of the Secu-
rity Council and those who take leader-
ship in the United Nations. These are 
extremely important days for diplo-
macy. They are critical days for the 
success of the Security Council and the 
United Nations. 

In the Senate, we have understood 
this in our committees. Chairman 
WARNER pointed out already the ex-
traordinary number of hearings in the 
Armed Services Committee and the 
specific ways in which the problems of 
Iraq have been addressed by his com-
mittee. I congratulate the chairman 
and his committee. 

Likewise, Senator STEVENS has men-
tioned this morning the extraordinary 

amount of work that occurs in all of 
the subcommittees on appropriations, 
but especially those that are dealing 
with our national security. In the For-
eign Relations Committee we have had 
hearings almost daily on Iraq, on 
North Korea, on Afghanistan. 

Last week, the President of Afghani-
stan, President Karzai, was before our 
committee making a personal appeal 
for the kind of support that he hopes 
will be forthcoming from not only the 
United States, but also from the Euro-
pean countries and from nations in his 
neighborhood. Democracy must suc-
ceed in Afghanistan, as we hope that it 
will in Iraq, and as we hope that it will 
in all countries of the Middle East. As-
pirations for freedom can be fulfilled if 
democratic institutions are built. 

This is what the coalition against 
terrorism is about. Clearly, we are con-
cerned with the threats from Iraq, but 
we also want the coalition to under-
stand the role of expanding freedom. 
The future is a great one for people 
who have freedom, but at this par-
ticular moment terrorists would deny 
all of us the opportunity to have free-
dom. 

Last evening President Bush indi-
cated that Saddam Hussein has the 
ability and opportunity to surrender 
the weapons of mass destruction that 
were cataloged by the United Nations 
in 1998 and 1999 and are still in Iraq. 
Resolution 1441, adopted unanimously 
by the Security Council of the United 
Nations, said to Saddam Hussein: This 
is your last chance. Disarm or show 
evidence you have disarmed.

Each of the succeeding reports from 
the inspectors have indicated that Iraq 
has minimally cooperated in allowing 
inspectors to go to various sites, but 
the Iraqi regime obviously has been 
very reluctant to show evidence of dis-
armament or, in fact, to disarm. Even 
the Iraqi missiles possessing an illegal 
range, which are an undisputed and 
tangible violation, are being surren-
dered only gradually in the most re-
sistant manner possible. 

There are reports in the American 
press of destruction of a few of these, 
but in the Iraqi press, or at least 
among people in that country, there is 
no word of this. In part, it is supposed 
that Saddam would be embarrassed by 
the disclosure that he has been found 
out and is disarming at all. 

I mention all of this because these 
are fateful days in bringing together a 
coalition, hopefully of the Security 
Council—absent that, a coalition of the 
willing—that knows the war against 
terrorism can only be won if weapons 
of mass destruction in the hands of ag-
gressive dictators are destroyed. Our 
President has said as the bottom line, 
Saddam will be disarmed. In the after-
math of that event, we will have a 
great deal of work to do in this body. 

There are expenses involved in dis-
arming Saddam. I think every one of 
us, as committee chairmen, as Sen-
ators, have been up front with our peo-
ple. We know this is costly and we 
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know our Armed Forces are at risk. We 
know a lot of things are at risk. One 
thing that must not be at risk, how-
ever, is the movement to build a great-
er coalition in the war against ter-
rorism. 

I will now speak specifically about 
the fact that in the Foreign Relations 
Committee, starting March 25, we will 
be having hearings on ratification of 
the NATO treaty of enlargement. The 
occupant of the chair will recall that a 
fairly short time ago, seven nations 
were invited into NATO membership. 
They have been busy fulfilling the re-
quirements that came with that invita-
tion. They include the Baltic States, as 
well as Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia 
and Slovakia. I will suggest that the 
hearings on NATO enlargement will, in 
fact, fulfill an even a greater purpose. 
We will have an opportunity to discuss 
the importance of each of the countries 
in NATO and the historical importance 
of America and Canada reaching across 
the Atlantic for over 50 years and 
working with European friends to guar-
antee peace on a continent which has 
known no peace in any 50-year period 
in the last millennium. 

This is the reason that European 
countries have sought NATO member-
ship. They have wanted to be in a Eu-
rope whole and free. They have talked 
freely about obligations out of area.
They are eager to participate in the 
war against terrorism. They want to be 
strong friends of the United States of 
America and manifest that every day. 
That is something to celebrate. We will 
do so as we discuss NATO. 

But as we discuss NATO, we will also 
discuss its future, which must be a 
very strong future. My prayer is that 
all of our NATO allies will be with us 
in the event Saddam Hussein does not 
disarm. I hope that in the event NATO 
allies are not with us on that par-
ticular day, they will get their soon. 
All of our friends are going to be need-
ed as we think about the future of Iraq 
and work with the people of that coun-
try for the building of democratic in-
stitutions. 

I hope we are all prepared for vig-
orous activity in Afghanistan to ensure 
the success of that state. I hope that 
we will sustain a partnership with Af-
ghanistan that will inspire confidence 
throughout the world in our commit-
ment to freedom. 

I conclude simply by saying that the 
President is offering strong leadership 
and I support him. I am prepared to 
work with the President in pursuit of 
all the objectives he has in the days 
and months ahead. I know from the 
words of the President that he foresees 
a future that is filled with complexity, 
but one that also is filled with promise 
for our country and for others that 
share our vision. 

Therefore, we should face this day 
with optimism because we have a plan 
for a future that looks brighter than 
the future did on September 11, 2001. 
On that date we discovered that the 
oceans did not guarantee our safety, 

that we were vulnerable, that Ameri-
cans were dying, that our most cher-
ished landmarks—including this Cap-
itol—were at risk. And I suspect each 
of us prudently understands that this is 
still the case. But rather than going 
into a situation of panic, as resolute 
Americans, we found leadership with 
President Bush and new reservoirs of 
strength within ourselves. This is a 
place of resolute activity in each of our 
committees and on the floor of the 
Senate in discussing the most basic 
foreign policy and defense issues of our 
time, doing so with intelligence, with 
optimism, and likewise, with an ability 
to listen to each other. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 

very grateful for the services of our 
distinguished colleague from Indiana 
and his long experience in the Senate 
and now having risen to new heights in 
his distinguished career as chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

I have also enjoyed a very warm and 
strong relationship with my colleague 
through the years. He is too modest to 
talk about it, but he served in the U.S. 
Navy in a position as adviser on foreign 
policy to the then-Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, Admiral Burke. He watched 
many of the key issues on the world 
scene unfold. 

I made reference to the Chamberlain 
speech that we will have peace in our 
time. I addressed this colloquy to Sen-
ator STEVENS who, like me, lived 
through that era. I wonder if the Sen-
ator might have some comments on it. 
It is so appropriate that the world be 
reminded that there have been par-
allels in history where we have been 
faced with the rise of a dictator, and 
the dictator possessed vast arsenals of 
weapons and had a proven track record 
of having used the weapons against 
other people and other nations, and 
how this is the time for the strongest 
leadership, which I believe is being of-
fered by our friend. It is being offered 
by the Prime Minister of Great Britain. 

How severely we regret the leader-
ship of France and Germany, certainly 
nations venerable in history, having 
lived through so many periods of tur-
bulence on that continent, cannot rec-
ognize today the parallels of years 
past. I wonder if the Senator might 
have a viewpoint on that, particularly 
with reference to France. 

Mr. LUGAR. I respond to the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia, who, 
likewise, distinguished himself as Sec-
retary of the Navy at another time in 
his career. The Senator clearly has 
seen parallels at various times. 

Historically the path for the United 
States, France, and Germany was not 
always easy during the Cold War pe-
riod. The potential for hostilities with 
the old Soviet Union tested us many 
times. I can recall, as can the Senator, 
when Helmut Schmidt went to London 
in 1979, and came forward with a very 
bold statement. He said that if the So-

viet Union did not withdraw medium-
range missiles that were aimed at Eu-
rope, then NATO must put missiles on 
European soil to counteract them. The 
Russians perhaps predictably, moved 
their missiles forward and indicated in 
an intimidating way that they might 
be prepared to take action sooner, 
rather than later, against Europe. 

There were rallies throughout Eu-
rope, with people saying, ‘‘better red 
than dead.’’ All the major capitals had 
frequent marches with people claiming 
peace is what they wanted, but also 
with some admitting that they would 
be prepared to live under communism 
as opposed to having the proper mili-
tary preparation to combat and deter 
communism. 

In those days the stepping forward of 
Prime Minister Kohl was critical. Ger-
many came forward and said you can 
put Pershing missiles on our soil, and 
so did the Italians. 

I cite that event because it was an 
important and courageous step in a 
time of great uncertainty and fear. It 
led, ultimately, to President Bush, the 
father of our current President, com-
mitting America to German unifica-
tion well before Great Britain, well be-
fore France. And Germans understand 
that. That was the basis upon which 
the unification of the country came. 

Now, from time to time, the French 
have been extraordinarily helpful, and 
I think we need to remember that they 
have participated in many critical 
NATO policies and operations. They 
have asked us to step forward specifi-
cally in Bosnia where they believed 
they had a history, as did Germany, 
that they simply could not overcome. 

I mention all these things off the top 
of the head because they are impor-
tant, as ways in which we have worked 
together when there were urgent mu-
tual problems. NATO has not been a 
hollow alliance. It has been central to 
the security of Europe and our nation. 

On this floor we debated the INF 
Treaty which provided that all inter-
mediate-range missiles come down, 
every one of them, on both sides. This 
happened only because of the strength 
of the alliance and our mutual action. 
That is what we ask of our friends now, 
that they remember that fairly recent 
history of our solidarity against tyr-
anny. And they understand that ter-
rorism could hit them. The war against 
terrorism is not just the United States 
versus al-Qaida. Terrorists could just 
as well level the Brandenburg Gate or 
the Eiffel Tower or symbols that are 
important quite apart from the human 
losses of those who got in harm’s way. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. If I might bring another 
issue to the forefront on which he has 
a great deal of experience? As this de-
bate is taking place in the Senate 
Chamber this morning, Hans Blix pre-
sumably is addressing the Security 
Council. I, frankly, think that the in-
spection process under his leadership—
they have tried and tried hard. What 
the world fails to realize is that Sad-
dam Hussein, having observed the first 
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inspection process, has carefully made 
his infrastructure, which has gone on 
creating the weapons of mass destruc-
tion, be they biological, chemical, or 
indeed his vigorous efforts to acquire a 
nuclear capability. They have gone 
right on throughout this entire period 
of time. And they have been con-
structed in such a way that they are 
moveable. He did that recognizing that 
at some point in time another inspec-
tion regime could be imposed upon him 
by the United Nations, as was done 
with Resolution 1441. 

I think the inspectors have tried. 
They have unearthed very little. They 
have not received the cooperation from 
Saddam Hussein that was the predicate 
on which Resolution 1441 was adopted. 
It simply said you are to cooperate, the 
inspectors to verify and destroy. But in 
reality the inspectors have been con-
verted to a group trying to search out, 
given the failure of cooperation, where 
these weapons might be located. 

I will discuss later this morning a 
letter I received yesterday from the 
Central Intelligence Agency, under the 
signature of George Tenet, responding 
to the cooperation that our country 
has given the inspection efforts of Hans 
Blix, by virtue of sharing the intel-
ligence information we had with regard 
to the location of probable caches of 
these weapons. 

In fact, it has not borne out to be 
very fruitful because of Saddam Hus-
sein’s skill of moving these caches, of 
moving the infrastructure of manufac-
turing in such a manner that they can-
not be detected and discovered without 
his cooperation, which he has stead-
fastly refused to give. Our President 
addressed that issue last night. 

I wonder if my colleague would com-
ment a little bit on the inspection 
process. As we are speaking, Blix is 
giving his most recent report. As you 
know, there are statements to the ef-
fect, from other nations, that perhaps 
the period of time should be extended. 
The President last night, when con-
fronted with those questions, simply 
said, as I think he should and very 
properly said: Time will tell. 

I invite the Senator’s observations. 
Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator for 

his inquiry. The Senator is correct, 
times have changed with regard to in-
spection. Let me offer as an anecdote 
the Russian facility at Pokrov. This 
situation is not well known, but it is 
an agricultural chemical station. 
Pokrov is an example of the problems 
which confront Hans Blix and the in-
spectors. 

As I and others went there at the in-
vitation of Russians, we looked around 
at a rather desolate-looking place with 
run-down buildings. We were led to a 
room in which people were making 
shampoo. They were using stainless 
steel equipment. I would say, without 
two Russians at my side, I would have 
had no idea about the history of that 
room, quite apart from the facility. 
But they pointed out that just months 
before, anthrax was produced in the 

same machinery. This is dual use in a
dramatic way. Equipment used for bio-
logical weapons had been easily con-
verted to producing a commercial prod-
uct. Likewise on this premise, but 
clearly not within view, were stores of 
anthrax. In fact, on the third floor of 
another building they had been making 
anthrax. In another building, they had 
been making dual-use materials for ag-
ricultural livestock. One was to 
produce antidotes so they could pro-
tect, they thought, the Russian live-
stock. The other use was to produce 
toxins, deadly toxins, out of 14 serums 
that were in vials in a room, in an ice-
box, that could kill all the livestock in 
the United States. 

My point is that we would have been 
clueless without those who could give 
us a 25-year history of the activities at 
Pokrov. All of it could have been com-
pletely hidden. There was not a ghost 
of a chance an inspector would find 
anything there in years, quite apart 
from months. 

These are old facilities. Saddam Hus-
sein, and others, have gone to school 
on dual use. Therefore I simply say, as 
the chairman already knows, the pro-
duction of chemical weapons is clearly 
enveloped in dual use. There is not a 
ghost of a chance you will find a scin-
tilla of it unless Iraq wants you to find 
it. 

Regarding the biological situation, as 
Secretary Powell already pointed out 
in his public address at the U.N., the 
Iraqis are able to break down all the 
equipment, put it in vans and cart it 
down the road 200 miles. Unless the in-
spector is clued in that this particular 
van out of all the vans in Iraq has a bi-
ological laboratory in it, there is not a 
chance, zero, of finding anything there. 

This is the reason why the inspection 
business is at best a holding action. 
Those who argue in favor say: After all, 
with all those inspectors there, with all 
of the press following them out every 
day, surely Saddam Hussein cannot 
now be producing a whole lot. 

But that doesn’t solve the problem of 
what is there, detailed by the U.N., 
after all these years. Nor does it solve 
the problem of the intellectual inquiry 
of scientists who even as we speak are 
working on new formulations. They 
don’t need huge factories and installa-
tions visible from the air. They need 
only the necessary scientific knowl-
edge and, ultimately, fissile material 
from somewhere else to get the bomb. 
And each intelligence report that we 
have all seen—those now made public—
say Iraq may be a year, 2 years, 3 years 
from making a nuclear weapon. But 
there is always the footnote: If they 
get the fissile material from some-
where else—it will take far less time. 

That is the basis on which our Presi-
dent has to say the security of the 
American people is at stake. This is 
not a speculative business for we all 
know fissile material exists in the 
world, a lot of it in Russia. A lot of it 
is still not pinned down by the coopera-
tive threat reduction program or any-

thing else. That is a tremendous dan-
ger, and we all ought to recognize that. 
It is not going to go away with inspec-
tors. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. I guess what both 
you and I find so perplexing is how re-
sponsible world leadership, most par-
ticularly France and Germany, which 
have seen the same facts, have access 
to basically the same intelligence, and 
cannot reach those logical conclusions 
which our President and the Prime 
Minister of Great Britain have reached. 

Mr. LUGAR. We must continue to as-
sist them in reaching those conclu-
sions.

Mr. WARNER. I must say, if I could 
just ask the indulgence of my col-
league, my father served in World War 
I as a doctor in the U.S. Army in the 
trenches in France. My most prized 
possession, I say to my good friend, is 
on the wall in my Senate office. For 
these 25 years that I have been here, on 
that wall hangs this Croix de Guerre 
awarded him by the French Govern-
ment for his heroism in the trenches 
for administering healing to Ameri-
cans, British, Frenchmen, and Ger-
mans. I sometimes thought myself, and 
when the French ambassador visited 
my office a few days ago, in a cour-
teous way I pointed it out and I said, 
you know, I am thinking of taking it 
down, but perhaps better judgment will 
prevail in your leadership. And there-
fore for a while I am going to leave it 
up, in the hopes that reality can be 
brought to bear. 

I thank my colleague for his time. 
I recognize the order entered into at 

the direction of both the majority and 
minority leaders of the Senate was 
that the Senate would proceed this 
morning on the debate with regard to 
the worldwide situation on terrorism 
with an emphasis on Iraq, North Korea, 
and other areas, and the time under 
the control of the Senator from Vir-
ginia, the time having been equally di-
vided, is rapidly approaching the 2-
hour mark which is the halfway. 

I see a colleague desiring recogni-
tion, but I remind that colleague, who 
courteously advised me that perhaps 
the subject matter was not that in the 
order, but I would have to say the time 
that he uses would have to be charged 
to the other side. 

I have some maybe 15 minutes re-
maining under the control of the Sen-
ator from Virginia, which I will hold in 
reserve for such rebuttal as may be re-
quired on the issues specifically recited 
in the order before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
DOLE). The order before the Senate is 
for morning business. Those in control 
of time may choose to speak on any 
matter they so choose. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair.
f 

AIR POLLUTION AND GLOBAL 
WARMING 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, my 
subject is different but it is similar in 
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that it talks about loss of lives and 
possible threats, the apparent and real 
threats to the people in this country 
from a different angle but a much more 
serious one and one that is going to re-
sult in many more deaths. I wish to 
speak on the subject of the threat to 
lives in the United States of a different 
and more insidious nature, and in the 
long run much more costly in human 
lives as well as health conditions—air 
pollution and the administration’s fail-
ure to recognize this threat through 
adequate pollution controls.

I rise today to draw Senators’ atten-
tion to the administration’s flawed 
plans on air pollution and global warm-
ing. I am pleased to see that the ad-
ministration has finally revived an in-
terest in dangerous public health and 
environmental threats like acid rain 
and smog. They have even acknowl-
edged that climate change could have 
severe and damaging consequences. 

Unfortunately, the administration’s 
solution seems to be little more than a 
public relations distraction from what 
is really going on: corporate regulatory 
relief. 

What Americans really need now is 
relief from air pollution, and swift and 
serious action to avert global warming. 
They have a right to breathe air that 
isn’t contaminated by greed. They have 
a right to full and vigorous implemen-
tation of the Clean Air Act. Sadly, the 
administration has lost sight of these 
rights. 

The devastation caused by dirty air 
is staggering. As many as 60,000 pre-
mature deaths each year are linked to 
air pollution, according to an Amer-
ican Cancer Society study and re-
searchers at the Harvard School of 
Public Health. 

A study by the respected Abt Associ-
ates says that 30,000 of these deaths are 
due to power plant pollution alone. 
That is an enormous loss of human po-
tential, and a huge cost to society. 
There is no good reason to allow such a 
tragedy to continue unfolding. 

This chart illustrates the magnitude 
of this terrible situation. More people 
are dying from power plant pollution 
every year than die from homicides or 
drunk driving accidents. 

With real reductions in air pollution, 
such as those in S. 366, the Clean Power 
Act of 2003, which I introduced almost 
3 weeks ago with Senators COLLINS, 
LIEBERMAN and 17 others, we can save 
two-thirds of those lives. 

This benefit is reflected on the right 
side of the chart. 

The Abt Associates report also says 
that power plants are responsible for 
the following statistics each year: 
20,000 hospitalizations; 600,000 asthma 
attacks; 19,000 cases of chronic bron-
chitis; and 5 million lost work days due 
to illness. 

Fine particulate matter is a serious 
form of air pollution that poses an es-
pecially severe health threat. Fine par-
ticles result from the interaction of 
water vapor with sulfur dioxide and ni-
trogen oxide emissions. 

Most of these pollutants come from 
power plants. These tiny particles 
reach easily into the deepest depths of 
the human lungs. 

A host of scientific studies have 
linked particulate matter with a bar-
rage of health problems. 

I ask unanimous consent that a rep-
resentative list of such studies be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, when 
these tiny particles get deep into the 
lungs, they can lead to premature 
death, as well as health problems like: 
heart and lung disease; aggravated 
asthma; acute respiratory symptoms; 
chronic bronchitis; decreased lung 
function; and even lung cancer. 

There is even evidence that this pol-
lution causes an increased incidence of 
low birth rate and infant mortality. 
Sensitive populations like children, 
asthmatics, and the elderly are at par-
ticular risk of health damage. 

Power plant emissions of nitrogen 
oxides and emissions from mobile 
sources contribute to the formation of 
ground-level ozone as well. This is an-
other serious threat that scientists in-
creasingly believe to be a chronic 
health problem, not just one that poses 
acute risks. 

Recently, respected scientists from 
the University of Southern California 
School of Medicine, and elsewhere pub-
lished an important asthma study. 

They found that children in commu-
nities with high average ozone levels 
who compete in three or more team 
sports have a three-to-four-times high-
er risk of developing asthma than non-
athletic kids. They have three times 
the normal expectations of illness than 
nonathletic kids. This is because ath-
letes get a higher dose of pollutants to 
the lung, and because they breathe rap-
idly and deeply. 

We should listen to these and other 
scientific findings, and take to heart 
the suffering that many Americans ex-
perience due to air pollution. Power 
plants are a major culprit. It is our 
duty as lawmakers to do something 
now to curb these dangerous emissions 
and protect public health. 

While the Clean Air Act has been suc-
cessful in removing millions of tons of 
particulate-forming emissions from our 
air, it has not gone far enough, and 
these health problems remain. Plus, 
there are major signs that this admin-
istration is slowing down implementa-
tion and enforcement of the act. This 
delays its benefits and increases human 
health damage. 

Air pollution causes significant harm 
to our natural environment as well. 
Sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides—
emitted mainly from fossil fuel com-
bustion—eventually fall to earth as 
acid. 

Acid rain washes vital minerals out 
of the soil, weakens the health of trees, 
lowers the pH of water bodies, and 
leaches aluminum into lakes where 
fish slowly suffocate from the lack of 
oxygen. A stunning 41 percent of lakes 
in the Adirondacks are acidified. 

A 1996 EPA report admitted that the 
Acid Rain Program of the present 
Clean Air Act could only slow the rate 
of ecosystem damage that, despite this 

program, more lakes would die. Acid 
rain scientist Dr. Gene Likens has said:

We still have a very major problem with 
acid rain. That is scientific fact. In that re-
gard, the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments 
have not worked very well.

An important new study by research-
ers at the University of Vermont con-
firms that the acid rain problem is far 
worse than previously thought. Tight-
ening sulfur emissions further—com-
bined with strict, new controls in ni-
trogen emissions—would help restore 
our forests, lakes, and streams. 

The Hubbard Brook Research Foun-
dation knows what is required to en-
sure biological recovery from acid rain 
by mid-century in the northeastern 
U.S. They say we must reduce utility 
sulfur dioxide emissions by 80 percent 
beyond what is currently required in 
the year 2010. It is clearly time to act. 

Current air pollution levels are also 
hindering visibility at our majestic Na-
tional Parks. Chronic air pollution 
continues to envelop the Great Smoky 
Mountains, Acadia National Park, 
Shenandoah, and other sites in a blan-
ket of haze. 

This not only costs regions vital 
tourism dollars, but endangers the 
health of park visitors, plants, and 
wildlife. 

Air emissions of mercury cause se-
vere health effects as well. Mercury is 
a potent nervous system toxic. After 
being emitted into the air, it falls into 
lakes and streams. Mercury then bio-
accumulates in fish and animal tissue, 
taking on a highly toxic form.

Eating contaminated fish can cause 
serious nervous system impairment, es-
pecially to a pregnant mother’s devel-
oping fetus, or to a young child. 

According to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, 1 in 12 women 
of childbearing age in the U.S. have 
mercury levels above those considered 
protective of newborns by the EPA. 
That means as many as 390,000 children 
are born each year at risk of develop-
mental problems. 

We have such a widespread mercury 
contamination problem in our country 
that 41 States currently post fish con-
sumption warnings. 

Power plants, especially coal-fired 
utilities, emit the bulk of uncontrolled 
mercury emissions in the U.S. Yet the 
technology exists today to save lives. 
As James Willis, Director of the UN 
Environment Programme 2003 Global 
Mercury Assessment, states:

There are technologies available already 
which will reduce mercury emissions from 
power stations by about 80% . . . what we 
can do now is often cheap—and it can cut 
other pollutants as well.

I have highlighted some of the ways 
in which air emissions of sulfur diox-
ide, nitrogen oxides, and mercury—es-
pecially from power plants—threaten 
the health and safety of millions of 
Americans and the natural environ-
ment. But I am afraid to say that 
Americans may face an even greater 
long-term threat from greenhouse gas 
pollution. 
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Carbon dioxide is the most signifi-

cant greenhouse gas emitted as a result 
of human activities. The National 
Academy of Sciences faults fossil fuel 
combustion with causing most of the 
global warming problem. In fact, fossil 
fuel-burning power plants are respon-
sible for 37 percent of all U.S. carbon 
dioxide emissions. 

The U.S. made a commitment under 
the United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change to adopt 
voluntary measures to reduce green-
house gas emissions to 1990 levels. But 
despite this goal, emissions from the 
power sector have grown steadily and 
are now 20 percent above those levels. 

Our world has already seen about one 
degree of warming in the last century. 
The NAS and the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change generally 
agree that the Earth will warm an-
other 2.5 to 10 degrees Fahrenheit over 
the next 100 years. This could cause 
significant, abrupt climate changes, as 
well as threaten our public health, the 
economic infrastructure, and many 
ecosystems. 

The President’s own Climate Action 
Report says, ‘‘the best scientific infor-
mation indicates that if greenhouse gas 
concentrations continue to increase, 
changes are likely to occur.’’ 

Global warming is expected to have 
wide-reaching and mostly negative im-
pacts on human health. We are likely 
to see direct impacts like death and ill-
ness due to heat stress and extreme 
weather. We are also likely to see indi-
rect impacts from worsened air pollu-
tion and allergens, and increases in the 
occurrence and transmission of dis-
eases like malaria and, perhaps, West 
Nile Virus. 

We have already seen a dramatic 
number of heat-related deaths since 
the 1980s. A 1980 heat wave in the U.S. 
resulted in 1,700 deaths, while those in 
1983 and 1988 killed around 500 people 
each. Also, we all remember the deadly 
heat wave of 1995 that killed 765 people 
in Chicago alone. That is what we are 
looking towards if we continue to allow 
the carbon to accumulate. 

These numbers are much too high, 
and they are only going to get higher if 
the climate models are right. Experts 
predict that in cities such as New 
York, Philadelphia, Cleveland, and Los 
Angeles, heat-related deaths could in-
crease 100 percent.

According to EPA and others, sea-
level rise from global warming will 
bring on another set of consequences. 
Sea level is predicted to rise by one 
foot in the next 20 to 50 years. In the 
next 100 years, a two-foot rise is most 
likely, and a four-foot rise is possible. 

To put this in perspective, the EPA 
says that simply raising existing bulk-
heads and sea walls along the Manhat-
tan shoreline alone to help protect it 
from a one to three-foot rise would cost 
up to $140 million. 

According to the Pew Center on 
Global Climate Change, a 20-inch sea 
level rise could have significant cumu-
lative impacts on coastal property in 
the U.S. 

These impacts could range from 
about $20 billion to about $150 billion 
by the year 2100. 

The environmental impacts of sea 
level rise would be devastating as well. 
Nationwide, a two-foot rise in sea level 
could inundate 17 to 43 percent of U.S. 
wetlands, and could eliminate a total 
of 10,000 square miles of wet and dry 
land in our country. I do not want to 
see that happen. 

Because of global warming, our for-
ests will see dramatic changes as well. 
A 3.6 degree Fahrenheit warming could 
shift many North American forest spe-
cies 200 miles north. 

Given the likely time frame for this 
warming, these tree species would have 
to migrate about two miles every year 
to stay viable. 

This poses a grave threat to my 
State’s maple syrup industry, since 
about half of the hardwood species like 
maple will disappear. I do not want to 
see this happen either. 

A recent article in the journal Na-
ture shows there is strong new evi-
dence of global warming impacts on 
animal and plant worlds. Researchers 
say that as many as 677 species are al-
ready reacting to global warming by 
adjusting their range northward in 
search of cooler temperatures, or 
breeding earlier in the spring in re-
sponse to warmer temperatures. 

A recent study by the American Bird 
Conservancy and the National Wildlife 
Federation reports that some birds like 
the Baltimore Oriole may completely 
disappear from their home States. The 
Nation’s 63 million birdwatchers will 
likely be frustrated by the coming 
changes in bird habitat. 

Also, the EPA has predicted that 
even a modest warming would elimi-
nate nearly 90 percent of Idaho habitat 
for the majestic grizzly bear, which 
will likely have impacts on Yellow-
stone tourism income. 

Even the Iditarod Trail Sled Dog 
Race is running into problems because 
of global warming. Unseasonably warm 
temperatures have meant that the race 
will have to take detours for the first 
time in its history. Much of the snow 
has melted. The Alaskan route is now 
marred by bare ground and open rivers. 

Alaska’s global warming problems 
made the news last year as well. As 
you can see in this poster, a New York 
Times news story from June illustrated 
that in Alaska, climate change is a 
stark reality, not an abstraction. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, June 16, 2002] 
ALASKA, NO LONGER SO FRIGID, STARTS TO 

CRACK, BURN AND SAG 
(By Timothy Egan) 

To live in Alaska when the average tem-
perature has risen about seven degrees over 
the last 30 years means learning to cope with 
a landscape that can sink, catch fire or 
break apart in the turn of a season. 

In the village of Shishmaref, on the 
Chukchi Sea just south of the Arctic Circle, 

it means high water eating away so many 
houses and buildings that people will vote 
next month on moving the entire village in-
land. 

In the Barrow, the northernmost city of 
North America, it means coping with mos-
quitoes in a place where they once were non-
existent, and rescuing hunters trapped on 
breakaway ice at a time of year when such 
things once were unheard of. 

From Fairbanks to the north, where 
wildfires have been burning off and on since 
mid-May, it means living with hydraulic 
jacks to keep houses from slouching and 
buckling on foundations that used to be fro-
zen all year. Permafrost, they say, is no 
longer permanent. 

Here on the Kenai Peninsula, a recreation 
wonderland a few hours’ drive from Anchor-
age, it means living in a four-million-acre 
spruce forest that has been killed by beetles, 
the largest loss of trees to insects ever re-
corded in North America, federal officials 
say. Government scientists tied the event to 
rising temperatures, which allow the beetles 
to reproduce at twice their normal rate. 

In Alaska, rising temperatures, whether 
caused by greenhouse gas emissions or na-
ture in a prolonged mood swing, are not a 
topic of debate or an abstraction. Mean tem-
peratures have risen by 5 degrees in summer 
and 10 degrees in winter since the 1970’s, fed-
eral officials say. 

While President Bush was dismissive of a 
report the government recently released on 
how global warming will affect the nation, 
the leading Republican in this state, Senator 
Ted Stevens, says that no place is experi-
encing more startling change from rising 
temperatures than Alaska. 

Among the consequences, Senator Stevens 
says, are sagging roads, crumbling villages, 
dead forests, catastrophic fires and possible 
disruption of marine wildlife. 

These problems will cost Alaska hundreds 
of millions of dollars, he said. 

‘‘Alaska is harder hit by global climate 
change than any place in the world,’’ Sen-
ator Stevens said. 

Scientists have been charting shrinking 
glaciers and warming seas in Alaska for 
some time. But only recently have experts 
started to focus on what the warming means 
to the people who live in Alaska. 

The social costs of higher temperatures 
have been mostly negative, people here say. 
The Bush administration report, which was 
drafted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, also found few positives to Alaska’s 
thermal rise. But it said climate change 
would bring a longer growing season and 
open ice-free seas in the Arctic for shipping. 

‘‘There can no longer be any doubt that 
major changes in the climate have occurred 
in recent decades in the region, with visible 
and measurable consequences,’’ the govern-
ment concluded in the report to the United 
Nations last month. 

It does not take much to find those con-
sequences in a state with 40 percent of the 
nation’s surface water and 63 percent of its 
wetlands. 

Here on the Kenai Peninsula, a forest near-
ly twice the size of Yellowstone National 
Park is in the last phases of a graphic death. 
Century-old spruce trees stand silvered and 
cinnamon-colored as they bleed sap. 

A sign at Anchor River Recreation Area 
near this little town poses a question many 
tourists have been asking, ‘‘What’s up with 
all the dead spruce trees on the Kenai Penin-
sula?’’ The population of spruce bark beetles, 
which have long fed on these evergreen trees, 
exploded as temperatures rose, foresters now 
say. 

Throughout the Kenai, people are clearing 
some of the 38 million dead trees, answering 
the call from officials to create a ‘‘defensible 
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space’’ around houses for fire protection. 
Last year, two major fires occurred on this 
peninsula, and this year, with temperatures 
in the 80’s in mid-May, officials say fire is 
imminent. ‘‘It’s just a matter of time before 
we have a very large, possibly catastrophic 
forest fire,’’ said Ed Holsten, a scientist with 
the Forest Service. 

Joe Perletti, who lives in Kasilof in the 
Kenai Peninsula, has rented a bulldozer to 
clear dead trees from the 10 acres where he 
lives. 

‘‘It’s scary what’s going on,’’ Mr. Perletti 
said. ‘‘I never realized the extent of global 
warming, but we’re living it now. I worry 
about how it will affect my children.’’

Mr. Perletti, an insurance agent, said some 
insurers no longer sold fire policies to Kenai 
Peninsula homeowners in some areas sur-
rounded by dead spruce. 

Another homeowner, Larry Rude, has cut 
down a few trees but has decided to take his 
chances at the house he owns near Anchor 
Point. Mr. Rude says he no longer recognizes 
Alaska weather. 

‘‘This year, we had a real quick melt of the 
snow, and it seemed like it was just one 
week between snowmobiling in the moun-
tains and riding around in the boat in shirt-
sleeve weather,’’ Mr. Rude said. 

Other forests, farther north, appear to be 
sinking or drowning as melting permafrost 
forces water up. Alaskans have taken to call-
ing the phenomenon ‘‘drunken trees.’’

For villages that hug the shores of the Ber-
ing, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas, melting ice 
is the enemy. Sea ice off the Alaskan coast 
has retreated by 14 percent since 1978, and 
thinned by 40 percent since the mid-1960’s, 
the federal report says. Climate models pre-
dict that Alaska temperatures will continue 
to rise over this century, by up to 18 degrees. 

Kivalina, a town battered by sea storms 
that erode the ground beneath houses, will 
have to move soon, residents say. Senator 
Stevens said it would cost $102 million, or 
$250,000 for each of the 400 residents. 

The communities of Shishmaref, Point 
Hope and Barrow face a similar fate. Sci-
entists say the melting ice brings more wave 
action, which gnaws away at ground that 
used to be frozen for most of the year. 

Shishmaref, on a barrier island near the 
Bering Strait, is fast losing the battle to ris-
ing seas and crumbling ground. As the July 
19 vote on whether to move approaches, resi-
dents say they have no choice. 

‘‘I’m pretty sure the vote is going to be to 
move,’’ Lucy Eningowuk of Shishmaref said. 
‘‘There’s hardly any land left here any-
more.’’

Barrow, the biggest of the far northern na-
tive villages with 4,600 people, has not only 
had beach erosion, but early ice breakup. 
Hunters have been stranded at sea, and oth-
ers have been forced to go far beyond the 
usual hunting grounds to find seals, walruses 
and other animals. 

‘‘To us living on the Arctic coastline, sea 
ice is our lifeline,’’ Caleb Pungowigi testified 
recently before a Senate committee. ‘‘The 
long-term trend is very scary.’’

A 20-year resident of Barrow, Glenn 
Sheehan, says it seems to be on a fast-for-
ward course of climate change. 

‘‘Mosquitoes, erosion, breakup of the sea 
ice, and our sewage and clean-water system, 
which is threatened by erosion as well,’’ he 
said. ‘‘We could be going from a $28 million 
dollar sewage system that was considered an 
engineering model to honey buckets—your 
basic portable outhouses.’’

The people who manage the state’s largest 
piece of infrastructure—the 800 mile-long 
Trans-Alaska Pipeline—have also had to ad-
just to rising temperatures. Engineers re-
sponsible for the pipeline, which carriers 
about a million barrels of oil a day and gen-

erates 17 percent of the nation’s oil produc-
tion, have grown increasingly concerned that 
melting permafrost could make unstable the 
400 or so miles of pipeline above ground. As 
a result, new supports have been put in, some 
moored more than 70-feet underground. 

‘‘We’re not going to let global warming 
sneak up on us,’’ said Curtis Thomas, a 
spokesman for the Alyeska Pipeline Service 
Company, which runs the pipeline. ‘‘If we see 
leaning and sagging, we move on it.’’

North of Fairbanks, roads have buckled, 
telephone poles have started to tilt, and 
homeowners have learned to live in houses 
that are more than a few bubbles off plumb. 
Everyone, it seems, has a story. 

‘‘We’ve had so many strange events, things 
are so different than they used to be, that I 
think most Alaskans now believe something 
profound is going on,’’ said Dr. Glenn Juday, 
an authority on climate change at the Uni-
versity of Alaska at Fairbanks. ‘‘We’re expe-
riencing indisputable climate warming. The 
positive changes from this take a long time, 
but the negative changes are happening real 
fast.’’

Mr. JEFFORDS. Cities in Alaska are 
having to cope with mosquitoes where 
they once did not exist. Hunters are 
being trapped on break-away ice. 
Houses are sinking due to slouching 
and buckling permafrost. 

Mean temperatures in Alaska have 
risen by five degrees since the 1970s. 
That is an extremely rapid rate of 
change, and I am afraid Alaska is 
somewhat of a testing ground for what 
is yet to come around the globe. 

These are just some of the environ-
mental and economic consequences of 
global warming that may affect our 
country and our people. My colleagues 
can imagine the potential harm that 
less developed economies will face. 

I have spoken now in some detail 
about the ways in which our serious air 
pollution and global warming problems 
threaten public and environmental 
health, as well as economic prosperity. 

I have shown how millions of people 
suffer the ill effects of particulate pol-
lution and mercury contamination. I 
have explained how acid rain continues 
to strip our beautiful forests of vegeta-
tion, leach nutrients out of our once-
rich soils, and suffocates many of our 
lakes and streams. 

It is time now to take a look at what 
our administration is doing to relieve 
Americans from these costly burdens. 

Over the last few months, I have 
joined my colleagues from both sides of 
the aisle to speak out in defense of a 
vital Clean Air Act program called New 
Source Review, or NSR. NSR plays a 
crucial role in ridding our air of some 
of industry’s most harmful air emis-
sions, and it results in hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in health-related bene-
fits. 

However, the administration has cho-
sen to ignore public health concerns 
and side with industry. These new NSR 
rules will make it much easier for pol-
luters to send even more poison into 
our air. 

The administration tells us not to 
worry about these so-called NSR ‘‘re-
forms’’—that any holes left in clean air 
protections will be patched up by an-
other proposal that was reintroduced 

in Congress last week, called Clear 
Skies. I am afraid Clear Skies will not 
provide such a safety net. 

In fact, a look at the fine print shows 
that Clear Skies actually provides less 
protection—less protection—than ex-
isting law. More importantly, it will 
not do enough to address this country’s 
already significant air pollution prob-
lem. 

Unlike the new NSR changes, which 
affect all major sources of air pollu-
tion, Clear Skies only addresses some 
of the air pollution coming from one 
source—powerplants. So purging broad 
NSR protections while promoting a 
narrower proposal doesn’t make any 
sense. 

Plus, Clear Skies will eliminate im-
portant Clean Air Act programs that 
protect local air quality, not supple-
ment them. For utilities, Clear Skies 
will strip the Clean Air Act of the Mer-
cury Air Toxics Rule and the Regional 
Haze Rule. 

And, while the administration’s new 
NSR rule could allow 50 percent of all 
sources to avoid environmental review, 
Clear Skies will give powerplants even 
greater exemptions. 

Clear Skies will also degrade the 
ability of States to pursue interstate 
air pollution problems, and will pre-
vent evolution of tougher New Source 
Performance Standards. 

As you can see from this chart beside 
me, the true result of Clear Skies will 
be less protection and more pollution 
than business as usual. 

In the chart, blue, gray, and red bars 
represent the so-called Clear Skies re-
duction plan for sulfur, nitrogen, and 
mercury emissions, respectively. But 
take a look at the yellow bars. These 
yellow bars represent where we would 
already be headed with full and faithful 
implementation of the present, exist-
ing Clean Air Act. We are not even 
doing that under this administration. 

In other words, the administration’s 
plan allows more pollution. It is a seri-
ous weakening of current programs. In 
fact, Clear Skies will result in hun-
dreds of thousands of tons more emis-
sions than full implementation of these 
and other Clean Air Act programs. 

According to EPA’s own estimates, 
by the year 2010—Clear Skies would 
allow 125 percent more sulfur dioxide, 
60 percent more nitrogen oxides, and 
420 percent—420 percent—more mer-
cury pollution than enforcement of 
current law. Total carbon dioxide emis-
sions would continue to grow by leaps 
and bounds, despite the administra-
tion’s goal of reduced emission inten-
sity. 

I ask my colleagues to be wary of the 
administration’s proclamations about 
the benefits of Clear Skies. While they 
tout reductions of 70 percent for sulfur, 
nitrogen, and mercury emissions, they 
are actually using outdated informa-
tion to arrive at these numbers. Real 
reductions in 2010 from the year 2000 
would be only 60 percent for SOX and 
NOX, and 46 percent for mercury. 

Clear Skies will also push compliance 
deadlines out further into the future 
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than present law, by as much as 10 
years. Compared to the Clean Air Act, 
emission reductions would occur 8 
years later for nitrogen, 6 years later 
for sulfur, and 10 years later for mer-
cury. 

This delay would result in thousands 
of additional asthma attacks, hos-
pitalizations, and deaths. 

To be more specific, EPA’s own data 
shows that full implementation of the 
Clean Air Act will result in approxi-

mately 200,000 avoided deaths from air 
pollution. The Administration’s Clear 
Skies rollback, on the other hand, will 
allow 100,000 of those lives to end pre-
maturely—100,000 lives prematurely. 

Approaches such as the Jeffords-Col-
lins-Lieberman Clean Power Act are 
what we need to save these lives. 

Our bill would surpass the Clean Air 
Act in saving as many as 250,000 lives—
150,000 more lives saved than the Bush 
Clear Skies plan. 

Our bill will also result in benefits of 
$100 billion more per year in health and 
visibility improvements than the Clear 
Skies plan. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
illustrating the differences between 
these three approaches be printed in 
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

COMPARING THE CLEAN AIR ACT, CLEAN POWER ACT, AND ‘‘CLEAR SKIES’’

Clean Air Act 1 Clean Power Act 2 ‘‘Clear Skies’’ 

SO2: 
Total emissions (cap) .............................................................. 2 mil tons (2012) ............................................................................. 2.2 mil tons (2009) .......................................................................... 4.5 mil tons (2010) 
Percent reduction from 2000 ................................................... 82% ................................................................................................... 81% ................................................................................................... 60%

NOX: 
Total emissions (cap) .............................................................. 1.25 mil tons (2010)3 ....................................................................... 1.51 mil tons (2009) ........................................................................ 2.1 mil tons (2008) 
Percent reduction from 2000 ................................................... 76% ................................................................................................... 71% ................................................................................................... 60%

Hg: 
Total emissions (cap) .............................................................. 5 tons (2008) .................................................................................... 5 tons (2008) .................................................................................... 26 tons (2010) 
Percent reduction from 1999 ................................................... 90% ................................................................................................... 90% ................................................................................................... 46%

CO2: Business as usual: Business as usual: 
Total emissions (cap) .............................................................. 3.5 bil tons (no cap) ........................................................................ 2 bil tons (2009) .............................................................................. 3.5 bil tons (no cap) 
Percent change from 2000 ...................................................... 46% increase in 2018 ...................................................................... 21% decrease ................................................................................... 46% increase in 2018

Lives saved (from PM reductions): 
Total lives by 2020 .................................................................. 190,000–238,000 .............................................................................. 210,000–250,000 .............................................................................. 74,000–102,000

Nonattainment areas: prior to imp of new PM std: 
PM 2.5 ...................................................................................... 2020: 100 (national) ......................................................................... 2010: <23 (eastern) ......................................................................... 2020: 46 (national) 
Ozone (8-hour NAAQS) ............................................................. 2020: 41 (national) ........................................................................... 2010: <28 (eastern) ......................................................................... 2020: 33 (national) 

Health and visibility benefits/yr: 
From SO2 and NOX cuts (incremental) ................................... N/A ..................................................................................................... At least $184 billion/yr ..................................................................... $11–96 billion/yr 

Costs/year (incremental) ................................................................... N/A ..................................................................................................... $6–22 billion/yr ................................................................................. $4–6.5 billion/yr 

1 The Clean Air Act column assumes full implementation of current Clean Air Act programs, not including the Bush Administration’s recent rulemakings. 
2 The Clean Power Act also assumes full implementation of current Clean Air Act programs, including vigorous enforcement of, and continued maintenance of, the New Source Review program, the NAAQS, Regional Haze Rule, Mercury Air 

Toxics Rule, and others. It would ensure achievement of reductions from those programs. 
3 Subject to stringent new rulemaking by the EPA.
Notes.—These are EPW Committee staff estimates, based on latest available data from EPA (2/12/2003). 
NOX and SO2 2000 levels from 2000 EPA Air Trends report. See http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/trends/trends00/trends2000. 
Mercury 1999 levels from EPA, ‘‘Emissions of Mercury by State (1999).’’ Data from coal-fired power plants only. See http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/combust/utiltox/stxstate2.pdf. 
CO2 2000 levels from EPA’s ‘‘Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2000,’’ April, 2002. See http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming.nsf/content/ResourceCenterPublicationsGHGEmissions.html. 
CAA caps: EPA, ‘‘Discussion of Multi-Pollutant Strategy,’’ meeting with the Edison Electric Institute, September 18, 2001. EPA’s analysis compares the ‘‘straw’’ proposal for power plant cleanup with the level of cleanup that would occur 

if existing Clean Air Act programs were fully implemented. 
Lives for CAA, CPA, and CSI: EPA modeling runs, July, 2002. 
Nonattainment for CAA: ‘‘Existing programs’’ on the Clear Skies website. See http://www.epa.gov/air/clearskies/benefits.html. 
Nonattainment for CPA: Upper bound represents EPA’s Straw proposal in 2020, which CPA would surpass in nonattainment benefits, in 2009. No national-level estimates exist for Straw or CPA nonattainment. 
Nonattainment for CSI: Clear Skies website, http://www.epa.gov/air/clearskies/benefits.html. Clear Skies nonattainment includes some existing programs (e.g., Title IV, NOX SIP Call, some state NOX reductions). 
Benefits and costs for CAA: Not available. No up-to-date and reliable analysis of the benefits and costs of current and planned Clean Air Act programs exists. 
Benefits and costs for CPA: EPA data for Straw proposal, representing a lower bound for Clean Power Act benefits. 
Benefits and costs for CSI: EPA’s Clear Skies website, http://www.epa.gov/air/clearskies/benefits.html. (2 scenarios.) 

(Mrs. DOLE assumed the chair.) 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, 

the choice seems easy to me. While the 
Clean Power Act would safeguard and 
surpass Clean Air Act emissions reduc-
tions, Clear Skies would be a ticket to 
pollute. 

If Clear Skies legislation becomes 
law, we will all pay the price in hazy 
parks, smoggy cities, increased acid 
rain, and more trips to the emergency 
room. These are costs we cannot afford. 

I hope this message reaches the 
American public. The public should be 
very concerned about this administra-
tion’s efforts to free polluters from en-
vironmental regulation. Clear Skies 
may sound like a good thing, but it is 
a smokescreen. 

In addition, Clear Skies does nothing 
to address global warming—nothing. 
As you can see from this chart, Clear 
Skies ignores our commitment under 
the U.N. Framework Convention to re-
turn to 1990 levels of carbon dioxide. 

At a time when we should be adopt-
ing real measures to reduce CO2 levels 
to around two billion tons, the admin-
istration is promoting a ‘‘business as 
usual’’ approach. This approach will re-
sult in around 3.5 billion tons of CO2. 
That is no way to protect the Amer-
ican economy or the world from cli-
mate change. 

The administration says we shouldn’t 
worry, we should trust that their vol-

untary greenhouse gas reduction plan 
will help prevent climate change. I am 
not convinced. 

I am deeply concerned because I 
know that voluntary plans to date 
have not done enough to keep U.S. car-
bon dioxide emissions from rising. The 
administration’s newly announced pro-
posal—the inappropriately named ‘‘Cli-
mate Vision’’ plan—is part of the 
President’s goal to reduce emissions in-
tensity by 18 percent during the next 
decade. 

Emissions intensity is a term to de-
scribe emissions per dollar of GDP. It 
may sound like a respectable goal to 
reduce intensity by 18 percent, how-
ever, the truth is, that this approach 
will not reduce actual emissions of 
greenhouse gases. Even if emissions de-
cline per dollar, overall emissions will 
grow—grow—by 16 percent. 

We must not base our national strat-
egy to prevent global warming and its 
harmful and costly impacts on a 16-per-
cent increase in greenhouse gas emis-
sions. Again, I find it very unfortunate 
that the administration appears to be 
promoting policies based on fuzzy 
math. 

I am confident the American public 
would rather see legislation such as the 
Clean Power Act passed. Our bipartisan 
bill would require reductions of CO2 by 
21 percent, a return to our 1990 levels. 

The Business Council for Sustainable 
Energy supports our approach. The or-
ganization’s president, Michael 
Marvin, says:

These ideas will encourage the deployment 
of clean, efficient, economical and secure en-
ergy resources for our nation.

Our clean power approach will reduce 
the risks of climate change. The Ad-
ministration’s voluntary plan will not.

In fact, Jim Connaughton, Chairman 
of the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity, has admitted to this failure. In a 
July 2002 Commerce Committee hear-
ing, he confessed:

Greenhouse gas emissions will rise under 
our approach, no question about that.

Does this sound like an administra-
tion concerned about improving our air 
quality and protecting our global cli-
mate from irreparable harm? No. 

Or could this be an administration 
that puts the interests of polluters 
first? 

I urge my colleagues to look at the 
fine print in the President’s proposal 
and ask questions. If you’re very lucky, 
you might just get a helpful and honest 
response. 

Frankly, I doubt you will get a re-
sponse. As Chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee in 
the last Congress, I asked this adminis-
tration, namely the Environmental 
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Protection Agency, the Council on En-
vironmental Quality, and the Depart-
ment of Energy, to respond to straight-
forward questions about their legisla-
tive proposals, their rulemaking pro-
posals, and their testimony before our 
committee. These are hardly unusual 
inquiries. 

In some instances, I have yet to re-
ceive a reply. When I have received a 
reply, it has been either incomplete or 
inadequate, and without fail, quite 
late. 

Simply stated, the American public, 
through laws such as the Freedom of 
Information Act, and also through its 
elected officials, is entitled to know 
the basis of government decision-mak-
ing. The Congress has a responsibility 
to oversee and understand the activi-
ties of the executive branch, particu-
larly when it implements the laws we 
write. 

It is apparent through my experience 
and that of other Members I have con-
sulted, that the American public is 
being kept in the dark by this adminis-
tration on important changes to vital 
environmental and public health poli-
cies. The Clear Skies proposal dims 
even further their hopes and right to 
expect a cleaner and brighter future.

I thank the Senate for allowing me 
this time. I want to point out we 
should not lose sight of the fact there 
are things that are costing thousands 
of lives in this country we could pre-
vent that are not being looked at well 
enough to give us the security we need. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, we 

have, under the order that now is in ef-
fect, morning business until 12:30. I see 
four colleagues, at least I have been no-
tified, two on this side, two on that 
side, who desire to continue the debate 
on matters of national security. I am 
wondering if I might suggest a frame-
work and then see if we can have a mu-
tual understanding. 

Mr. DODD. Time is moving. 
Mr. WARNER. Time is moving. On 

my side, the distinguished Senator 
from Utah and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama desire 4 to 5 min-
utes each. They have been here for 
some period of time. If they were to 
take those periods, then the other side 
would allocate their time as they de-
sire, and perhaps we would be willing 
to extend the time to accommodate 
such additional time as you might de-
sire. 

Mr. DODD. May I inquire, if my col-
league will yield, how much time re-
mains on both sides of this discussion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority side has 11 minutes and 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. DODD. I am prepared to say, use 
your 11 minutes and then we will pick 
up our time here. We ought to not 
waste any more and get to it. 

Mr. WARNER. I don’t know that we 
are wasting any time. We are just try-
ing to do our best. We have been here 

since 9:30. We have had the chairmen of 
the Appropriations and Foreign Rela-
tions Committees and this humble Sen-
ator. 

Let us try the following. That would 
not leave the Senator from Virginia, 
who has control of this side of the de-
bate, any time whatsoever to provide 
for some rebuttal. 

Mr. DODD. If my colleague will yield, 
if you use your 11 minutes, Senator 
KENNEDY and I want to take some 
time. Others may come. Certainly we 
can engage in some discussion. I would 
say use the 11 minutes now. 

Mr. WARNER. With that under-
standing, I thank my good friend from 
Connecticut and I thank my good 
friend from Massachusetts. 

We will proceed to have the Senator 
from Utah, followed by the Senator 
from Alabama, for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise 
to declare my support for the President 
and his administration as he prepares 
this country for the coming war with 
Iraq. 

I do this sharing the President’s re-
luctance to go to war. But I offer my 
support with admiration and respect 
for the President for facing this deci-
sion without reluctance or avoidance, 
for the forbearance he has dem-
onstrated by pursuing all other reason-
able options, for courage he has shown 
in making the decision, and for the 
honesty with which he has included the 
American public, and the world at 
large, in his administration’s delibera-
tions. 

The President has not shirked from 
the problem of Iraq. Since coming to 
office his administration has recog-
nized that the United States could not 
ignore a stale and festering policy that 
had devolved to inattention and a self-
deluding hope. A war never concluded 
in 1991—for Saddam Hussein has never 
abided by the ceasefire terms of disar-
mament that the international com-
munity declared a condition of the end 
of the first Gulf War—had devolved to 
a collapsed inspections regime and a 
deteriorating sanctions regime. The 
international community could pass 16 
resolutions declaring disarmament our 
goal and expectation—now 17—but the 
international community could not im-
pose the inspectors to guarantee that 
disarmament, nor could it sustain the 
sanctions to force the regime to com-
ply. 

President Bush came to office recog-
nizing the nature of Saddam Hussein’s 
regime was not changing: Saddam was 
overtly intent to threaten the region, 
and he was covertly dedicated to 
amassing the terrible weapons nec-
essary to achieving this goal. Years of 
inspections reports and defectors’ sto-
ries confirmed, for all to see, that 
Saddam’s behavior was not changing, 
and that, in fact, he was emboldened by 
over ten years of successfully deceiving 
and confronting the international com-
munity. 

The administration could have 
looked the other way. They could have 
presented a rationale, heard from the 
streets protests today, that this was 
not a threat to the U.S., that Saddam 
was always brutal and dangerous, but 
that, after all, we’d never caught him 
plotting against us. 

I wonder where the signs are saying: 
Saddam disarm; Saddam quit being the 
way you are. 

I am amazed that those aren’t the 
signs in the street demonstrations. 

A previous administration looked the 
other way on another threat—the 
threat of Osama bin Laden. In 1996, I 
began warning that this man was a 
threat to the United States. Every 
time we acted against him, I applauded 
the President, but I urged us to do 
more. In 1998, after the attacks on our 
embassies in Africa, President Clinton 
responded by cruise missile attacks 
against Sudan and Afghanistan. A few 
people accused the President of ‘‘wag-
ging the dog,’’ using force to distract 
from his other problems. I told the 
President two things: One, good job, 
Mr. President. Two, but don’t let this 
be the only strikes. Finish the job. 

Osama bin Laden lived to launch the 
attacks of September 11, 2001, and 
today he remains at large. But last 
weekend’s capture of Khalid Shaikh 
Mohammed demonstrates that our war 
on terrorism continues relentlessly, 
and that the cooperation we have with 
foreign nations and our intelligence 
and law enforcement professionals will 
disrupt, capture and liquidate al-Qaida. 

Osama bin Laden and Shaikh Khalid 
Mohammed launched an attack that 
changed the way America sees the 
world, and I am grateful that the Bush 
administration has changed American 
foreign policy in response. We recog-
nize, finally, that the concept of immi-
nence is not an abstract idea as we con-
template the preemptive use of force. 
Preemption is not a new concept in 
international law, as many of the 
President’s critics suggest. It is as old 
as Grotius, the founder of modern 
international law. And contrary to 
critics’ misinformed assertions, the 
U.S. has never forsworn the use of pre-
emption. Not since the U.N. Charter, 
and not under either Democratic or Re-
publican administrations. 

Preemption has always been condi-
tioned on the idea of imminent threat. 
In the pre-nuclear era, we could see the 
armies amassing on a border. In the 
nuclear era, the idea of imminence 
grew murkier. Was it the fueling of the 
ICBM? Was it the glare on the rocket 
as it left the launch pad? Was it the 
warhead’s return through the atmos-
phere? These were the reasons why the 
U.S. did not adopt a no first-use policy 
during the era of strategic competition 
with the Soviet Union. 

Imminence becomes murkier in an 
era of terrorism and weapons of mass 
destruction. When did the threat of al-
Qaida become imminent? I know when 
it became manifest: Not, by the way, 
on September 11. Osama bin Laden had 
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struck many times before then. On 
September 11, the threat became cata-
strophic. It was well beyond imminent. 

All Americans must be grateful to 
President Bush because he will never 
allow imminence to slip into cata-
strophic reality. None of us can read 
Saddam Hussein’s intentions, Madam 
President. We don’t know when, or if, 
he gives the command to pass his 
countless biological or chemical weap-
ons to his numerous contacts in the 
international terrorist network. 

We know, however, that Saddam has 
shown no intention of disarming. 

And we know of Saddam’s capabili-
ties. As this administration has repeat-
edly stated to American and foreign 
audiences alike, there is a huge weap-
ons gap in biological and chemical 
weapons. The evidence of this gap is 
not fabricated here; it has been meticu-
lously collected, vetted and authenti-
cated by the international community. 

Our intelligence community, mean-
while, has asserted through the years 
that Saddam’s Iraq is a safe harbor for 
international terrorism. This Congress 
has approved, through the last decade, 
these conclusions. 

Association is not causation, every 
logic professor would say. And a cau-
tious national security establishment 
would reiterate: Associating with ter-
rorist groups, as we know Saddam Hus-
sein has done, even training them, or 
giving them moral and financial sup-
port, is different than directing them. 
True enough. But the days of meas-
uring imminent threat on this conserv-
ative notion are done. We will no 
longer confuse the reluctance to act 
with the self-deception that a threat is 
not there. 

And I admire President Bush for 
plainly saying to the American people 
that the nexus of Saddam’s regime of 
weapons of mass destruction and ter-
rorist links is a threat we can no 
longer ignore. I admire the courage 
that says: American security cannot be 
held to a hope against reality but must 
eliminate a threat before it is too late. 

I admire the President for pursuing 
all diplomatic options available to 
him. Last night he said he would sub-
mit another resolution before the Secu-
rity Council, and I think that’s a gutsy 
move. But the President has been 
clear, since he first took the case him-
self to the United Nations last Sep-
tember 12, that American national se-
curity would not be constrained by 
endless international resolutions with-
out resolve. If the United Nations wish-
es to become a spineless debating soci-
ety, that is its right. If it or anyone 
else believes that it can pervert inter-
national law to constrain the legiti-
mate use of American force for the pro-
tection of our national security, then 
it will begin the 21st century on its 
self-imposed decline to irrelevance. I 
hope all members of the Security 
Council recognize this, as they recog-
nize the diplomatic courage and hon-
esty that the Bush Administration has 
demonstrated to that body. 

Madam President, a war with Iraq 
will be the most serious exercise of 
American power in this century. We 
have reason to be optimistic: If we suc-
ceed militarily, and I believe without a 
doubt that we will, we will show the 
political commitment to ushering in a 
new era of stability and, I hope, democ-
racy, for the people of Iraq. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, 
colonial powers had their hand in shap-
ing the Middle East. At the beginning 
of the 21st century, America is the lone 
superpower, but we are not a colonial 
power. The Administration has repeat-
edly stated that Iraq is for the Iraqi 
people, that their land, society, re-
sources are for them to shape and 
mold. We will remove the oppression of 
Saddam and his Arab Stalinist 
Ba’athist dictatorship. And we in Con-
gress, I hope, will provide the resources 
and support to sustain our commit-
ment to a transition to a self-deter-
mining Iraqi society. We will work 
with the Iraqis, we will stay as long as 
we need, and we will not stay one day 
longer. 

I admire President Bush for the can-
dor he has shown the American people 
and the world. I admire him for facing 
difficult choices without reluctance, 
and I admire him for the courage he 
has shown in making the most difficult 
decisions a president can face. I join 
my prayers to those of countless other 
Americans as they pray for the success 
of our Armed Forces and for President 
Bush and his administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I, 
too, wish to join my distinguished col-
league, Senator HATCH, in saluting 
President Bush for his courage and 
commitment to principle, his stead-
fastness, his integrity, and his moral 
approach to foreign policy. He believes 
the United States has a high calling in 
the world. We must meet high stand-
ards, and high standards mean that we 
try to work with our neighbors when 
possible, but we do not submit our-
selves to requirements from other na-
tions that keep us from doing what is 
the right thing. I am proud of what the 
President has done. I am proud of the 
way he has handled himself. I thought 
at his press conference last night, fac-
ing all the media in America and giv-
ing them his best shot, he handled it 
with great skill, dignity, integrity, and 
wisdom. So I am really proud of that. 

We are now entering the final stages 
of diplomacy. There is still an oppor-
tunity for Saddam Hussein to take ad-
vantage of the days and hours he has 
been given by the President to change 
his ways, to totally disarm and abdi-
cate his country in order to avoid a 
war. But the answer to what will hap-
pen is now in Saddam Hussein’s hands. 

This great Nation has committed 
itself to a course. This Senate has 
backed the President overwhelmingly. 
The House of Representatives has also 
done so. Last year, when this Senate 
was in the majority of the other party, 

we voted 77 to 23 to authorize this 
President to take action if need be. I 
have sensed no retreat from that sup-
port by any Member. In fact, if we 
voted today, the vote would probably 
be larger. I don’t know precisely what 
Hans Blix will report today in the U.N., 
but I will tell you one thing he will not 
say. He will not say that Saddam Hus-
sein is in compliance. He will not say 
that Saddam Hussein has taken advan-
tage of the 15-to-0 vote on U.N. Resolu-
tion 1441 last fall to disarm his coun-
try. Had he done that, we would not be 
facing a military conflict today. He has 
not done it, and we should not, in my 
view, continue to give extra time to 
him and reward him for his failure. 

If we have had any difficulty in this 
process, it is from nations that seem to 
be unwilling to send a clear message. 
Some people say: You are not respect-
ful of the United Nations. I have spo-
ken on this issue for quite a number of 
years in the Senate. I have expressed 
my concern that we are Gulliver on the 
world scene and that many nations 
seem to desire to tie us down with a 
thousand different strings so that our 
Nation is unable to act in our interest 
or the world’s interest. We want to lis-
ten to other nations, but we cannot 
allow the American power to be tied 
down in that fashion. 

We had an interesting hearing before 
the Armed Services Committee, and 
our distinguished chairman, JOHN WAR-
NER, is here today. He is one of the 
wisest men on military affairs this 
country has ever produced. James 
Schlesinger, former Secretary of De-
fense and former Secretary of Energy, 
talked about the United Nations. 

The problem with the U.N. is not 
that they are bad, not that we should 
not try to work with them; but they 
cannot be depended on. They are not 
capable of functioning rationally under 
stress. They are basically a dysfunc-
tional organization when it comes to 
action. There are a lot of reasons for 
that. It is the way the U.N. is created. 
You have nations such as Russia and 
France permitted to veto any resolu-
tion. We have a resolution dependent 
now on countries that are not really 
engaged in the area: New Guinea, An-
gola, or Cameroon can cast key votes. 
They are not spending $3 billion a year, 
as we are, to keep Saddam Hussein in 
his box. 

Secretary Schlesinger said this:
. . . this is a test of whether the United 

Nations—in the face of perennial defiance by 
Saddam Hussein of its resolutions—indeed of 
his own resolutions . . .—will, like the 
League of Nations over half a century ago, 
turn out to be simply another institution 
given to talk.

He went on to say this:
Will the United Nations prove as feckless 

as the League of Nations? Mr. Chairman, in 
1935, Mussolini invaded Abyssinia. The 
League of Nations took note of this chal-
lenge to international order. Day after day, 
week after week, the League deliberated 
what to do. These sessions went on endlessly. 
After each session, there was a press con-
ference. After some weeks, one of the report-
ers summarized the situation as follows: ‘‘On 
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the surface, very little is happening—but be-
neath the surface, nothing is happening.’’

I think we are in a situation where 
the U.N. may be incapable of acting. 
This Nation must act if we are to 
maintain the integrity of the resolu-
tion of the U.N. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Alabama. I welcome 
the opportunity now to listen, and per-
haps engage in colloquy with my two 
good friends, the Senator from Con-
necticut and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. We have been at this debate 2 
hours 10 minutes. We are delighted to 
have them join us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

f 

WAR WITH IRAQ 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, first, I 
say to my friend from Virginia, this is 
an opportunity for us to spend a few 
minutes talking about the issue of war 
with Iraq. We all listened last evening 
to the comments of the President dur-
ing his press conference. We all have 
great respect, obviously, for the Presi-
dency of the United States. I would not 
call the President’s press conference a 
Churchillian moment, but certainly 
the President expressed his views on 
what he believes ought to be done. 

On October 11, 2002, I voted for H.J. 
Res. 114, a resolution providing the 
President with the authority to use 
force against Iraq if proved necessary. 
The vote on that resolution was 77 to 
23. I voted for the entire resolution in-
cluding language which requires the 
President to first determine that ‘‘reli-
ance by the United States on further 
diplomatic or other peaceful means 
alone either will not adequately pro-
tect the national security of the United 
States against the continuing threat 
posed by Iraq or is not likely to lead to 
the enforcement of all relevant United 
Nations Security Resolutions.’’ The 
particular requirement seems to have 
gotten lost in recent discussions about 
Iraq and deserves repeating in the con-
text of our debate this morning. 

My concern is that the Bush adminis-
tration, at this juncture, has not made 
the case that we have reached the 
point that we can say that diplomacy 
has failed. 

I do not know of anyone who dis-
agrees with the notion that we would 
be far better off with Iraq disarmed. 
Every person I know supports that con-
clusion. The debate, if you will, is not 
over whether Iraq should be disarmed 
but whether there are means short of 
military conflict for doing so. Knowing 
all the hazards and dangers that will 
arise when we send American service 
men and women into combat to achieve 
that result, we must not take that de-
cision precipitously, without first ex-
hausting other options, particularly 
diplomatic options. 

As I stated earlier, I voted for H.J. 
Res 114 last fall, and I would vote for it 
again because I believe force, coupled 
with with diplomacy, are needed in this 

circumstance. Threats of force alone 
without diplomacy can too often lead 
us to unnecessary armed conflict and 
costly destruction and loss of life. 

We fail sometimes to recognize and 
understand the value of diplomacy and 
how well it has worked for us in times 
past. We saw diplomacy at work during 
the Kennedy administration when 
President Kennedy diffused the Cuban 
missile crisis. We saw it at work as 
well in the Carter administration when 
Sadat and Begin came together at 
Camp David to end conflict between 
Israel and Egypt. We saw it at work in 
1993 when, through the efforts of 
former-President Carter in North 
Korea, we were able to diffuse a situa-
tion that was getting very serious. Di-
plomacy has successfully resolved 
many disputes large and small. On each 
occasion it requires our President to 
put his credibility on the line and work 
diligently day in and day out to bring 
those warring parties together to avoid 
the conflict that would have ensued. 

I think too often we fail to appre-
ciate the value of what can be done 
through diplomacy. There are count-
less examples throughout our history. 

My plea this morning, is not that we 
renounce the use of force multilateral 
or unilateral—in the case of Iraq or 
any other circumstance where US na-
tional security interests are at stake. I 
would never support a resolution that 
would deprive our Nation of the oppor-
tunity to protect and defend its secu-
rity and its sovereignty, including by 
the unilateral use of force. My only 
concern is that we ought not rush un-
necessarily to that conclusion when 
other options still remain. Do we really 
want to unnecessarily put at risk the 
lives of innocent Iraqi people or more 
importantly the lives of our own young 
men and women in uniform who have 
been deployed to the Middle East and 
await the orders of the Commander in 
Chief? 

My plea today is that the President 
seriously consider giving the U.N. ef-
fort the diplomatic track a bit more 
time. Obviously, there is a threat in 
Iraq. We all know that. But it is a 
threat at this moment that is being ef-
fectively contained by the presence of 
international inspectors and the threat 
of force. Yes, Iraq is a threat, but there 
are graver and more immediate threats 
confronting the United States. I be-
lieve that North Korea poses a far 
greater and far more immediate danger 
to the United States and the region. 
U.S./Korean experts across the political 
spectrum share that view. 

I am concerned that our impatience 
over Iraq is doing great harm to our re-
lationships with our long standing 
friends and allies. U.N. Security Coun-
cil Resolution 1441 did not contain an 
end date by which the inspectors were 
to conclude their mission. However, 
from the very beginning, the adminis-
tration showed very little patience for 
the inspections process. Almost before 
it began, members of the Bush Admin-
istration were ridiculing the process, 

suggesting it would never work any-
way; why are we bothering with it? 

One might ask the basic question: If 
we never thought it was going to work, 
why did we support U.N. Security Reso-
lution 1441 in the first place? 

The problem of Iraq and Saddam Hus-
sein is not weeks old, it is years old. 
We all know that. Nonetheless, we 
drafted, worked, suggested, and sup-
ported the resolution that called for an 
inspections process. There is no cer-
tainty that an inspections process will 
necessarily succeed, given the size of 
the country and the difficulties in-
volved, but we voted to send inspectors 
to Iraq and we supported the terms of 
their mission as spelled out in the text 
of the resolution. 

Yet as the inspection mission was 
getting underway, the administration 
seemed to already have lost patience 
with it. Perhaps that is why other 
members of the Security Council began 
to question whether the United States 
was ever genuinely committed to an in-
spections regime. 

U.N. weapons inspector Hans Blix 
spoke before the United Nations this 
morning. Let me share with my col-
leagues some of his conclusions—very 
significant conclusions in my view. Mr. 
Blix said that the inspectors were in a 
better position to carry out their work 
than they had been in the 1990s because 
of the existence of international pres-
sure. The President should claim vic-
tory that his policy is succeeding—the 
combination of diplomacy and the 
threat of force is bearing fruit. 

We ought to be celebrating the fact 
that the inspectors have made progress 
in disarming Iraq. I do not think that 
a call for inspections without a threat 
of force would have produced positive 
results. The combination of the threat 
of force and the inspections process is, 
according to those we have asked to 
perform these duties, producing far 
better results than we ever could have 
imagined. 

Mr. Blix went on to say that there is 
no air surveillance over the entire 
country, and that inspectors can move 
freely anywhere in Iraq. Even with en-
hanced Iraqi cooperation, Mr. Blix 
stated that the mission would need 
some additional months not years to 
complete its work. 

I am not interested in seeing the in-
spections process prolonged indefi-
nitely. I do not think that is in any-
one’s interest. We have men and 
women in uniform deployed abroad, 
waiting for orders. We cannot keep 
them there indefinitely without having 
the necessary rotations. That poses 
some problems. I hope we never reach 
the conclusion that simply because we 
have deployed our forces to the Middle 
East, we see that action as putting our 
credibility on the line if we don’t then 
take military action, even though di-
plomacy may be working. 

American service men and women 
certainly understand that when they 
are called to duty, there may be times 
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they are asked to put their lives on the 
line. They also know there may be 
times when they are going to be asked 
to wait. Certainly, we need to under-
stand the conduct of this particular 
delicate situation. Asking our men and 
women in uniform to be patient as we 
try to see if we cannot resolve this 
problem without putting them in 
harm’s way is not an irresponsible way 
to proceed at all, given the fact we may 
get exactly what we are seeking as a 
result of the combined efforts of diplo-
macy and threat of force. 

I believe this process is working and 
the President ought to claim victory, 
in a sense, because as a result of his ef-
forts, we are getting the job done bet-
ter than we might have imagined we 
could.

In a sense, I almost get the feeling we 
are trying to snatch defeat from the 
jaws of victory by moving away from a 
process that appears to be working de-
spite all the difficulty surrounding it. 

Obviously, if we want the multilat-
eral support of our allies then we need 
to allow the U.N. effort some time. I 
can make a strong case that we prob-
ably do not need multilateral forces to 
win the military contest here. I am 
quite confident the United States mili-
tary can more than adequately perform 
the challenges posed in Iraq militarily. 
But the problem becomes greater when 
you think of the aftermath, of how we 
manage that, how this event will affect 
other relationships we have where 
international cooperation is important. 

I say this with a great deal of la-
ment. Diplomacy has been suffering 
terribly here over the last few years. 
This is not just my conclusion. This is 
the conclusion of the responsible peo-
ple who have watched, tragically over 
the last 24 months, where diplomacy 
has not been working as well as it 
could. I don’t want to digress very 
much. I will keep focused on the dis-
cussion in front of us, but from the 
outset there was a notion that inter-
national cooperation was somehow a 
sign of weakness; that, in fact, the 
comments of our friend from Alabama 
suggesting a moment ago that inter-
national organizations and the United 
Nations could not perform duties when 
asked to act and asked to get a job 
done, I disagree with. 

I have my difficulties with the per-
formance of the U.N. from time to 
time, but I ask anyone to suggest what 
the world might look like if we did not 
have a U.N. system to respond all over 
the globe to every imaginable crisis 
that emerges. The idea of deriding and 
ridiculing and diminishing the role of 
the U.N. system is not in our interest, 
and I don’t think it is in our interest to 
ridicule our allies in Europe and else-
where. These are good friends. They 
have been and will continue to be. But 
we need to work at those relationships 
to keep them strong. Unfortunately, 
we have not been doing that. And, we 
are paying a price for that. That is why 
the American public and so many 
around the world are worried about un-

necessarily taking unilateral action. 
Particularly a preemptive unilateral 
action. 

Having said that, I applaud the Presi-
dent’s decision last night to go to the 
U.N. and to put a resolution on the 
table. I feared he might abandon the 
U.N. effort without doing so because 
some of his advisors have rec-
ommended this course of action. I com-
mend the President for still being will-
ing to try and get that international 
support. I hope a resolution can be 
crafted which our allies and others will 
feel comfortable supporting, one that 
gives the inspections more time to see 
if they can succeed. If I didn’t feel time 
might work for us here, or that there 
was an imminent threat to our nations, 
then I would stand with those who 
would say we have to go forward now 
and unilaterally respond to the threat. 
I don’t believe that moment has ar-
rived. 

Last night the President said that 
the world has changed since September 
11th. I agree with him. The administra-
tion’s eyes obviously were opened to 
the fact we needed help and support 
from the nations in coping with the 
amorphous nature of the stateless and 
faceless terrorist organizations. We 
heard the great news in the last few 
days of the capture of some al-Qaida 
operatives. I would respectfully say 
that this would not have happened 
without international cooperation. So 
in this particular set of circumstances, 
we have seen the value of international 
cooperation.

While Bush administration officials 
have seen the wisdom of cooperating 
with our allies in combating terrorist 
organizations, key administration pol-
icymakers still hold—too many of 
them—the fundamental belief that as 
the world’s only remaining superpower, 
the United States does not need to con-
sult or build the support from other na-
tions in the conduct of foreign policy. 
They believe that we can singlehand-
edly decide who are good guys and bad 
guys, the members of the axis of evil, 
in the Bush administration’s lexicon. It 
is this tension that brings us where we 
are in Iraq and North Korea. 

Now we have, of course, the paradox 
that the administration is in no par-
ticular hurry, it would appear, to re-
solve the North Korean problem which 
was precipitated in part, I argue, by 
our handling and engagement with 
Iraq. It has no patience in the case of 
Iraq to allow the inspections process to 
play out. I appreciate that the adminis-
tration is trying to maintain the readi-
ness of more than 200,000 American 
troops that are or will soon be in the 
region and that this cannot go on in-
definitely without troop rotation. How-
ever, I strongly believe the American 
forces are carrying out an incredibly 
important mission, even if the order is 
never given to attack. Just being there 
has a tremendous value in terms of 
what we are trying to achieve in the 
Middle East. 

Their presence signals a seriousness 
and resolve on the part of the United 

States that Iraq must disarm. Iraq is, 
in fact, beginning, as we see here, to re-
spond—not as quickly as I would like, 
not in the ways some might prefer—but 
Hans Blix has reported progress. We 
should not yet draw the conclusion 
that in U.N. effort has failed. 

I want to see Iraq disarm. Every 
American does. I believe as a way of 
doing this, at least a way worth trying 
to get this accomplished without re-
sorting to force. The bellicose and pub-
lic efforts by the administration to end 
the inspections process is going to have 
severe diplomatic costs in the months 
and years ahead. My hope is that we 
will be able to repair these relation-
ships. The quick way we might do that 
is to allow this process to work a bit 
longer. If we do that, I think we can 
build the kind of support that is nec-
essary to achieve not only the desired 
results in Iraq, but also to allow us to 
continue to build the relationships 
that are going to be critically impor-
tant to deal with other pressing foreign 
policy concerns. 

We live in a world that absolutely re-
quires international cooperation, and 
the United States must be a leader in 
this effort. The great leaders in the 
post-World-War-II period understood 
this. The great people we revere and 
talk about often, people like Omar 
Bradley and George Marshall, the Dul-
les brothers and others, who under-
stood the value and the importance of 
international organizations. They were 
the architects of these institutions. 
They were the ones who argued so vo-
ciferously to create a U.N. system, 
international courts of justice, to build 
a NATO system. They understood the 
importance of international coopera-
tion. They understood that even a 
great power such as ours could not 
solve all the world’s problems single-
handedly. 

Too often, as we engage in this de-
bate, many Americans and many peo-
ple across the globe have the impres-
sion that the United States no longer 
believes that international cooperation 
is important in the conduct of our for-
eign policy. I disagree with that pro-
foundly.

That worries this Senator very deep-
ly. I will not take a backseat to any-
body in my concern about Saddam Hus-
sein. I would support the resolution 
which I voted for in October again 
today if it were the pending business of 
this body. I don’t believe that the reso-
lution calls upon the President to 
abandon diplomacy. 

For those reasons I would urge and 
encourage the President to continue 
his efforts with the framework of the 
U.N. Again, I want to compliment him 
for indicating he is going to go back to 
the U.N. in the coming days to see if 
we can get a resolution that will build 
the kind of international cooperation 
that is necessary. But I have this nag-
ging fear that there are some in the 
President’s inner circle who believe 
this is all a waste of time and effort, 
that it is not in our interests to do it, 
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and the sooner we move away from 
seeking international cooperation the 
better off we are going to be. 

That mentality seems to be gaining 
currency in the minds of far too many. 
That is a dangerous road to follow. It is 
one I hope and pray that the President 
does not take. 

Mr. President, let me associate my-
self with what others have said in the 
course of this debate. If or when the 
President orders U.S. Service Members 
into combat, I and every other member 
of this body will support these brave 
men and women one hundred percent 
and we will pray that they return home 
to their families unharmed. 

With those thoughts in mind, I thank 
my colleagues for the opportunity to 
express some views on this critical 
issue. I am certainly anxious to hear 
the thoughts of my colleagues as they 
express those during the remaining 
time of this debate. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator allow me to have one or two 
questions, by way of a colloquy? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
would like to do it. I understand the 
agreement goes to 12:30. I have not had 
an opportunity, and I have been here 
almost an hour. We extended the time 
shortly over on the other side. 

I will be glad to yield if we can work 
that out, but I would like an oppor-
tunity. 

Mr. WARNER. Why do we not just 
agree now to extend the time by 30 
minutes, equally divided between the 
two of us? That will take us to the 
hour of 1 o’clock. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That will be fine 
with me. I am glad if we agree the col-
loquy go maybe 5 or 6 minutes. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has been most 
patient. 

I ask unanimous consent that morn-
ing business be extended to the hour of 
1 o’clock, the time equally divided be-
tween myself and my colleagues on the 
other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORNYN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WARNER. With reference to two 
points that you make, Senator, first—
I copied in my notes—you questioned 
was the United States ever genuinely 
engaged in the inspection process, 
some words to that effect. 

Mr. DODD. Before you put words in 
my mouth, my concern has been that 
the administration has not been ter-
ribly supportive of the inspections 
process. Numerous Administration offi-
cials have been very dismissive of the 
inspections effort. My colleague from 
Virginia may have a different one. But 
my impression is that the administra-
tion has never embraced the inspec-
tions process, endorsed it, or supported 
it with the kind of rhetoric that I 
would have assumed would have been 

the case since we certainly supported 
the resolution that established the in-
spections initiative. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 
entitled to an honest difference of 
opinion. My colleague and I debated 
last night in a public forum on this 
very issue. But I believe our Govern-
ment has been very thoroughly en-
gaged in the inspection process, trying 
to support it. 

I provide today some tangible evi-
dence in the sense that I have a letter 
from the Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, addressed to me with a 
copy to my distinguished colleagues, 
Senator LEVIN and Senator ROBERTS, in 
which they set out for the record ex-
actly what we have done by way of giv-
ing the U.S. intelligence regarding 
likely sites where weapons of mass de-
struction could be in the process of 
being manufactured, stored, or other-
wise. We have cooperated mightily in 
this effort. 

I think that corroborates the asser-
tion of the Senator from Virginia that 
our Government is engaged. I just read 
one paragraph here, Tenet stating we, 
the United States:

. . . have now provided detailed informa-
tion on all of the high value and moderate 
value sites to UNMOVIC and the IAEA.

That is in rebuttal to your comment 
about genuine engagement. I think 
that shows good faith. 

Second, this rush headlong? 
As the Senator well knows, 1441 was 

adopted on November 8. Immediately 
thereafter the United Nations began to 
put in place and formalize work that 
Blix had been doing for some period of 
time. 

As you well know, the United Na-
tions contemplated that there could be 
a second inspection regime, and Blix 
was put in office and began his work 
some months before. Had he under-
taken to go into Iraq as quickly as I 
think feasible from a logistics stand-
point, and having with him trained in-
dividuals, and he has been there basi-
cally since the latter part of November, 
early December—am I not correct in 
that? 

The reason there has not been great-
er productivity by Blix—I think he has 
tried diligently—is the absolute lack of 
cooperation of Iraq, to which my col-
league from Connecticut has agreed. 

Here we are now. Our President and 
the Prime Minister and other nations 
of the coalition of the willing, having 
called up their reserves, called up their 
guard, transported the forces and put 
them in place. I was visiting there with 
Senator LEVIN, Senator ROBERTS, and 
Senator ROCKEFELLER 10 days ago. We 
have placed them there. As the Senator 
from Connecticut I think quite prop-
erly said, in fairness, their presence 
has, indeed, supported the diplomatic 
efforts undertaken by the President 
and others in the United Nations, 
which is still going on. 

Our President said last night that we 
will wait and see what the Blix report 
comes forth with. He has come forth 

again today. With due respect to Blix, 
he tends to be somewhat contradictory. 

In previous reports he quite actively 
deplored the fact that Iraq has not 
been more cooperative and that lack of 
cooperation has hindered his efforts. As 
the Senator well knows, the concept of 
this inspection was not that Blix and 
his team had to find the weapons; it 
was that Iraq was to cooperate and 
show where the weapons are so Blix 
could supervise their destruction. 

This thing got totally, as we say as 
sailors, off course because of the need 
for Blix to do both the destruction, 
which he is now supervising, of a mod-
est cache of missiles, and at the same 
time trying to search, using U.S. intel-
ligence and intelligence from other na-
tions, for the sites. 

I say to the Senator, I see no basis 
for saying that this President, the 
Prime Minister of Great Britain, or 
others are rushing, as you said, head-
long to try to utilize force as the final 
solution. We have been at this thing 12 
years. Blix has been in business since 
November. 

Mr. DODD. Let me respond to your 
rather long question. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. I presume there is a ques-

tion there. 
Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. My response is the inspec-

tion teams were not at full strength 
until about the end of January. 

Obviously, we didn’t think Saddam 
Hussein was a wonderfully truthful, re-
liable head of state last fall when the 
U.S. voted for U.N. Security Council 
Resolution 1441. We have known Sad-
dam Hussein for a long time, and it 
therefore comes as no great surprise 
that it has taken international pres-
sure to get results. 

It has only been about a month since 
the inspections team has been fully 
operational in Iraq. That is a fact. To 
expect somehow that within a month’s 
period of time, or a little more than a 
month, an inspections team was going 
to be able to complete the job was 
naive. 

This morning U.N. Weapons Inspec-
tions chief, Mr. Blix—whom I think 
most people respect as being an honor-
able person and certainly one who has 
dedicated much of his career to elimi-
nating weapons of mass destruction—
reported that the inspections are mak-
ing progress, that today inspectors are 
getting a lot more done than they did 
in the 1990s. We should listen to Mr. 
Blix and give his remarks serious con-
sideration as we decide the next steps.

My only point in taking the floor 
today is not to suggest, as some may, 
that we ought to under no cir-
cumstances in dealing with Iraq ever 
contemplate the use of force. I would 
disagree with that. I think having a 
threat of force is absolutely critical to 
achieving a desired result. The only 
point is that we ought not do this 
alone. I don’t think it is necessary, and 
I think we ought to at least give this 
process time to work. I think the cost 
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of not doing that could be profoundly 
dangerous to our country. I hope I am 
wrong about that, but I am fearful I 
may be right. In waiting a few weeks to 
get this right, I don’t think the dangers 
posed by Iraq are that imminent that a 
few weeks or a few months would nec-
essarily cost us. 

I would argue differently about North 
Korea. I don’t think we have that much 
time. I think every day we lose in deal-
ing with North Korea raises the risks 
to this country and the world pro-
foundly. I don’t disagree with my col-
league from Virginia at all about this 
except to the extent that the impres-
sion is we really are not going to give 
this the kind of time to prove it can 
work and then have the kind of support 
that I think we ought to have inter-
nationally. 

We only paid about 10 percent of the 
cost of the gulf war. The rest of the 
world which felt most threatened by 
Iraq contributed 90 percent of that 
cost. 

As I shared with my colleagues last 
evening a conversation which I had 
with one of the major European Com-
missioners, a great ally of ours, the 
Commissioner said: We have been de-
lighted to support the effort in Afghan-
istan. I think the European Commu-
nity contributed about $1 billion. He 
said: I would not anticipate any finan-
cial support under the present cir-
cumstances in winning the peace in 
Iraq if this is a unilateral effort on the 
part of the United States. 

That is a very troubling comment. 
This problem is a problem not just for 
us, it is a problem for the region, as my 
colleagues have said. 

I believe Saddam Hussein poses a 
global threat, and that certainly needs 
to be addressed. But we need to under-
stand that diplomacy has value. And I 
think there are those who today are in 
positions of making a difference who 
don’t appreciate that enough. That is 
my concern as I take the floor today.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
time the Senator from Virginia con-
sumed in this colloquy be charged to 
his allocation and the time consumed 
by the Senator from Connecticut be 
charged to the other side. 

I thank my colleague. I hope to have 
more to say on this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 

morning we heard the most encour-
aging report so far on the recent devel-
opments in Iraq from the United Na-
tions’ chief weapons inspectors. 
Progress is clearly being made. Iraq is 
beginning to destroy its missiles. As a 
result of strong international pressure 
on Saddam, the inspectors are receiv-
ing greater cooperation from the Iraqi 
Government. 

Hans Blix, the chief United Nations 
weapons inspector, reported this morn-
ing that the international pressure is 

working. He says the inspectors are en-
countering fewer difficulties than when 
inspections occurred there a decade 
ago. The inspectors have free access to 
the entire country, and they can now 
conduct air surveillance throughout 
Iraq. The question is, For how long? 
Hans Blix says it will not take years or 
weeks, but months. So we are not talk-
ing about an endless process. Saddam 
knows he is on the clock at the United 
Nations. The eyes of the world are on 
him, and he must disarm.

We all agree there is still much more 
to be done before full disarmament is 
achieved. But inspections are working 
and Saddam is being disarmed. Yet in 
its rush to war with Iraq, the Bush ad-
ministration ignores this progress and 
rejects the wise words of caution from 
our allies. 

President Bush deserves great credit 
for the progress so far—both in the war 
against al-Qaida terrorism, and in dis-
arming Saddam. Al-Qaida is on the 
run, and Saddam is disarming. 

But it is time for this President and 
this White House to pause before push-
ing aside the rest of the world and or-
dering an invasion of Iraq. Rash action 
will only place our troops in greater 
harm’s way. As we unleash a firestorm 
of military might over Iraq, we could 
easily unleash a firestorm of hatred for 
America creating a far more dangerous 
world for Americans here at home and 
in many other countries. 

We are squandering the immense 
good will and support for America fol-
lowing the tragedy of 9/11. We are shat-
tering the coalition that is effectively 
fighting the war against terrorism, and 
that is pursuing Osama bin Laden at 
this very moment. War now will in-
flame the Arab and Muslim world 
against us as never before, and gen-
erate intense new support for anti-
American terrorists who will stop at 
nothing to do us harm. 

In recent days, Iraq has destroyed 34 
of its 100 illegal missiles—a process 
which continues. Seven more scientists 
have been privately interviewed, and 
each day more come forward. The Iraqi 
government stepped up and revealed 
the location of previously destroyed bi-
ological weapons in order to enable the 
inspectors to verify their destruction. 

Many of us wish that this coopera-
tion had occurred earlier, and that 
Iraqi officials were more forthcoming. 
No one ever said it would be easy to 
disarm Iraq. Even South Africa, which 
agreed to unilaterally disarm its nu-
clear program, required two full years 
of inspections to confirm that its nu-
clear capability was destroyed. 

Disarmament is a process—not a sin-
gle simple event. Disarmament takes 
time. Progress comes step by step. But 
when progress does occur, it makes no 
sense to reject it out of hand. It makes 
no sense to start a war when we have a 
genuine chance to preserve the peace.

The wisest course for America is to 
give the inspectors more time and to 
maintain the pressure on Saddam by 
keeping our troops in the region. It is 

better to pay the price of keeping our 
troops there to pressure Saddam than 
to pay the far greater cost of going to 
war. 

It is clear from the foreign ministers 
who spoke today at the Security Coun-
cil that a majority of the world’s gov-
ernments still want to wait before pull-
ing the trigger for war. Even the Brit-
ish are now asking for more time. 

This is a delicate and dangerous situ-
ation. We need allies to help us meet 
our goals, and to provide for the secu-
rity of the American people. But surely 
we can have effective relationships 
with other nations without adopting a 
chip-on-the-shoulder, my-way-or-the-
highway policy that makes all our 
other goals in the world more difficult 
to achieve. We cannot be a bully in the 
world schoolyard and expect coopera-
tion, friendship, and support from the 
rest of the world. 

The threat of war may be tough talk 
that Saddam needs to hear. But con-
tinuing inspections is a tough-minded 
policy. It takes patience and persever-
ance. There is the chance that they 
will succeed in disarming Iraq. And in-
spections build international support if 
other steps are required. 

The goal is the disarmament of Iraq 
by peaceful means—not to use every 
opportunity to justify a war, as the ad-
ministration is doing. 

All of us agree that Saddam is a des-
picable and deceitful dictator, but I am 
deeply concerned that such a war will 
make the world even more dangerous 
for Americans—not less dangerous. But 
as long as inspectors are on the ground 
and making progress, we must give 
peace a chance. War must always be a 
last resort. 

The question now is whether the 
Bush Administration will view Iraqi 
cooperation as a glass half empty, or a 
glass half full. 

At his press conference last night, 
President Bush still failed to offer ade-
quate answers to the key questions on 
the minds of the American people 
about the issues at stake in this war 
and its aftermath. In his speech last 
week, he also painted a simplistic pic-
ture of the brightest possible future—
with democracy flourishing in Iraq, 
peace emerging among all nations in 
the Middle East, and the terrorists 
with no place of support there. We have 
all heard of rosy scenarios, but that 
was ridiculous. 

War with Iraq runs the very serious 
risk of inflaming the Middle East and 
provoking a massive new wave of anti-
Americanism in other countries that 
may well strengthen the terrorists, es-
pecially if the Muslim world opposes 
us. What if al-Qaida were to time the 
next terrorist attack to the day we go 
to war?

A year ago, the Wall Street Journal 
quoted a dissident in Saudi Arabia who 
has turned his focus from his own gov-
ernment to the U.S. Government. He 
said the main enemy of the Muslims 
and the Arabs is America, and that 
they do not want us to impose on them. 
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He said many Arabs would rather tol-
erate dictatorship in their own coun-
tries than import reforms from Amer-
ica. 

The burning of the U.S. flag has be-
come a common ritual in Arab cap-
itals. Calling someone an American is 
now regarded as an insult in parts of 
the Arab world. 

What a tragic change in the support 
we had in the world after 9/11, let alone 
from the time when America stood as a 
beacon of hope and a model for freedom 
and democracy throughout the world. 

In a desperate effort to justify its 
focus on Iraq, the administration has 
long asserted there are ties between 
Osama and Saddam—a theory with no 
proof, and widely doubted by the intel-
ligence experts. 

Two weeks after 9/11, Secretary 
Rumsfeld claimed we had ‘‘bulletproof’’ 
evidence of the link. But a year later, 
CIA Director Tenet conceded in a letter 
to the Senate Intelligence Committee 
that the administration’s under-
standing of the link was still ‘‘evolv-
ing’’ and was based on sources of 
‘‘varying reliability.’’ 

In fact, the link is so widely doubted 
that intelligence experts have ex-
pressed their concern that intelligence 
is being politicized to support the rush 
to war. 

The Bush administration was wrong 
to allow the anti-Iraq zealots in its 
ranks to exploit the 9/11 tragedy by 
using it to make war against Iraq a 
higher priority than the war against 
terrorism. 

Al-Qaida—not Iraq—is the most im-
minent threat to our national security. 
Our citizens are asked to protect them-
selves from Osama with plastic sheet-
ing and duct tape, while the adminis-
tration prepares to send our Armed 
Forces to war against Iraq. Those pri-
orities are wrong. 

There is also much more we need to 
do at every level of government to 
strengthen our defenses at home 
against terrorist attack, especially if 
we go to war alone against Iraq and in-
flame the Arab world. America is al-
ready on constant alert. There is no 
time to shortchange our security at 
home. Yet across the country the Bush 
administration is leaving local govern-
ments high and dry in the face of con-
tinuing threats at home. Despite prom-
ises of funding from Washington, our 
cities are not receiving the urgent help 
they need. 

If there is any lesson from September 
11, it is that we cannot afford to fail to 
meet this threat. The cost in lives at 
home is too great. The war with al-
Qaida is far from over, and war with 
Iraq may well make it worse. 

And what about the aftermath of 
war? We know a stable government will 
be essential in a postwar Iraq. But the 
administration refuses to discuss, in 
any real detail, how it will be achieved 
and how long our troops will need to 
stay. President Bush assumes every-
thing will go perfectly. 

But war and its consequences hold 
enormous risks and uncertainties. 

As Retired General Anthony Zinni 
has asked, will we do what we did in 
Afghanistan in the 1970s—drive the old 
Soviet Union out and let something ar-
guably worse emerge in its place? 

The administration has also tried to 
convince us the war will not be costly 
to the Treasury. If our national secu-
rity were at stake, we would spare no 
expense to protect American lives. But 
the administration still owes the Na-
tion a more honest discussion about 
the war costs we are about to face, es-
pecially if America has to remain in 
Iraq for many years, with little support 
from others. 

The vast majority of the Iraqi people 
may well want the end of Saddam’s 
rule, but they may not welcome the 
United States to create a government 
in its own image. Regardless of their 
own internal disagreements, the Iraqi 
people still feel a strong sense of na-
tional identity and could quickly re-
ject an American occupation force that 
tramples on local cultures. 

We must recognize that the day we 
occupy Iraq, we shoulder the responsi-
bility to protect and care for its citi-
zens. We are accountable under the Ge-
neva Convention for public safety in 
neighborhoods, for schools, and for 
meeting the basic necessities of life for 
23 million Iraqi civilians. 

This daunting challenge has received 
little attention from the administra-
tion. As the dust settles, the repressed 
tribal and religious differences of the 
past may come to the fore—as they did 
in the brutal civil wars in the former 
Yugoslavia, in Rwanda, and other 
countries. As our troops bypass Basra 
and other Iraqi cities on our way to 
Baghdad, how will we prevent the re-
venge bloodletting that occurred after 
the last gulf war in which thousands of 
civilians lost their lives? What do we 
do if the Kurds in northern Iraq claim 
an independent Kurdistan or the Shia 
in southern Iraq move toward an alli-
ance with Iran, from which they have 
long drawn their inspiration? 

We have told the Government of Tur-
key that we will not support an inde-
pendent Kurdistan, despite the fact the 
Kurdish people already have a high de-
gree of U.S.-supported independence 
and have even completed work on their 
own constitution. Do we send troops 
again to keep Iraq united? This admin-
istration’s record in postwar Afghani-
stan is not exactly the best precedent 
for building democracy in Iraq. 

Sixteen months after the fall of the 
Taliban government in Afghanistan, 
President Hamid Karzai is still referred 
to as the ‘‘Mayor of Kabul’’ because of 
the weak and fragile hold of his govern-
ment on the rest of the nation. War-
lords are in control of much of the 
countryside. The Afghan-Pakistan bor-
der is an area of anarchy and ominous 
al-Qaida cells. 

If we have not been able to get it 
right in Afghanistan, where we went in 
with strong international support and 
involvement, how do we expect to go it 
alone in Iraq? Everyone talked about a 

Marshall Plan for Afghanistan where 
there is a clear need to rebuild and get 
it right so the Taliban and al-Qaida 
cannot take over again. 

President Karzai was here last week 
at the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, begging for the adequate sup-
port and resources his new government 
needs to take hold. To get it right in 
Iraq, we need the international com-
munity and a long-term commitment 
on the part of the United States. That 
is less likely to happen if we do not 
have the international community 
with us from the start. 

Depending on our welcome, it could 
take as many as 200,000 American 
troops, as General Shinseki told the 
Armed Services Committee just over a 
week ago, or even more, to stabilize 
Iraq. We already have 37,000 troops in 
South Korea, 8,000 in Afghanistan, 5,000 
in the Balkans, and another 1,000 in the 
Philippines and Colombia. We need to 
know whether our Armed Forces are 
being spread too thin. We need to know 
how long they can keep up this pace. 

The large-scale mobilization of the 
National Guard and Reserves for Iraq is 
already having an effect on police, fire-
fighters, and others who are needed on 
the front lines at home, especially if 
there are new terrorist attacks on the 
United States. We have called up 
167,000 Guard and Reserve personnel for 
active duty. We know the effect on 
their families who are left behind. 
What is the effect on the economy in 
lost productivity as these jobs go un-
filled? 

Can we meet all these obligations 
now, let alone shoulder the long-term 
costs of war with Iraq? These may well 
total hundreds of billions of dollars in 
the years ahead. 

One of the highest and worst costs of 
the war may be the humanitarian 
costs. Sixty percent of the Iraqi people 
rely on the United Nations Oil-for-Food 
Program for their daily survival. Food 
is distributed through 46,000 govern-
ment distributors supplied by a net-
work of food storage barns. A war with 
Iraq will disrupt this network. Many 
Iraqis, especially low-income families, 
have no other source of food. Women 
and children will be the most vulner-
able victims of war. According to re-
cent reports, 500,000 Iraqi children al-
ready suffer from malnutrition. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks an excel-
lent article in this morning’s Wash-
ington Post by Ken Bacon and George 
Rupp. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. I will quote from the 

article.
. . . The U.N. High Commissioner for Refu-

gees, the world’s first responder when people 
flee their countries, lacks the resources to 
prepare for a flood of refugees. . . . 

Although the United States has spent $2.4 
billion to send troops to the Persian Gulf re-
gion, it has spent less than $1 million to po-
sition relief agencies in the region. An offi-
cial at the U.N. Office for the Coordination 
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of Humanitarian Affairs recently told a con-
ference that his biggest concern is the small 
number of private relief agencies ready to 
move quickly into Iraq.

We don’t have the nongovernmental 
agencies that do humanitarian work in 
Iraq. We had them in Afghanistan. We 
have refused to permit them licenses to 
go in and set up some kind of system in 
the past months, although they have 
all desired to do so. 

Listen to this:
Lack of preparedness by the [United Na-

tions] and private relief agencies means the 
U.S. military will have to do most of the re-
lief work, and this in turn could mean the 
suffering of the Iraqi people will be greater 
than necessary. Administration officials 
have done little to match the skills of relief 
agencies—some are specialists in medical 
care, others in water and sanitation projects, 
for instance—with projected needs.

It is talking about the nongovern-
mental agencies. It continues:

In modern warfare, precision bombs will 
limit civilian casualties during the conflict, 
so that most death and suffering occurs in 
the post-conflict period, when people are dis-
placed, poorly fed or prone to disease be-
cause water sanitation and sewer systems 
have been disabled. This means that rapid 
humanitarian intervention is just as impor-
tant to holding casualties and quick military 
victory. 

The United States may be ready for war, 
but it is not yet ready to help Iraq recover 
from war.

This is Ken Bacon and the spokesman 
for the nongovernmental agencies that 
have worked so well historically on hu-
manitarian needs. The U.S. military is 
far from equipped to handle the chal-
lenge. Our Government must have a 
plan in place to care for the popu-
lation. Despite the immense need for 
help from relief organizations, we have 
had too few discussions with key non-
governmental agencies to provide the 
food, tents, medicines, and other sup-
plies that will be needed. All we have 
to do is look in the newspaper and we 
find out where the preposition of every 
one of these aircraft carriers are, where 
the armored divisions are. Yet when 
you ask the Defense Department where 
are the prepositions on food, the tents, 
and medicines, we can’t disclose those 
because those are secret. 

Are all these possible consequences 
acceptable to the American people? 
Are they manageable? Does the admin-
istration really have a plan that con-
siders how we will reap—in the inter-
national community, in the Arab 
street, and in American families—what 
we sow in a war with Iraq.

Finally, the President must explain 
why war with Iraq won’t distract us 
from the more immediate and graver 
danger posed by North Korea. Some-
thing is gravely wrong at 1600 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue if we rush to war with a 
country that poses no nuclear threat, 
but won’t even talk to one that bran-
dishes its nuclear power right now. Any 
nuclear threat from Iraq is at least five 
years into the future. But the threat 
from North Korea exists now—today. 
CIA Director George Tenet recently in-
formed the Senate Armed Services 

Committee, North Korean missiles can 
now reach American soil with a nu-
clear warhead.

Look at this article from the Wash-
ington Post of March 4:

The United States and Asian countries 
have begun to accept the idea of a nuclear-
armed North Korea.

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
article at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Continuing from the 

article:
‘‘The administration has acquiesced in 

North Korea becoming a nuclear power,’’ 
said a Senate source who was briefed last 
week on the administration’s evolving pol-
icy. 

‘‘Our major fear is that North Korea would 
pass on fissile materials or other nuclear 
technology’’ to ‘‘rogue states’’ or outlaw 
groups, Deputy Secretary of State Richard 
L. Armitage warned Congress last month. ‘‘I 
don’t think, given the poverty in North 
Korea, that it would be too long’’ before such 
sales could take place, he said.

In other words, they are willing to 
accept North Korea as a nuclear power 
that has sold missiles to Iran, to Syria, 
to other countries that have supported 
terrorism and not give that the first 
priority when we are talking about the 
security of the United States. 

This makes no sense.
‘‘The total red line is the sale of nuclear 

weapons material,’’ said [a spokesman for 
the administration] who follows the North 
Korea issue closely. ‘‘Nuclear weapons trans-
ferred to the Iraqis would be tantamount to 
nuking Jerusalem.’’

You can have them, as long as you 
don’t sell them, for a country that has 
already sold the technology of making 
nuclear weapons to Iran, to Syria, and 
other nations and has that capability 
itself.

Experts—including professionals 
within our own government—have been 
ringing alarm bells for months about 
North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weap-
ons. The views of the experts are 
brushed aside, despite the continually 
growing list of dangerous behavior by 
that government. 

This is a country that celebrated the 
inauguration day of South Korea’s new 
president by test firing a missile into 
the nearby sea. Yet, last night, Presi-
dent Bush did not even mention North 
Korea in his statement. 

North Korea has long had advanced 
missiles which it sells to other coun-
tries. It has restarted its plutonium—
producing reactor, kicked out the 
international inspectors, pulled out of 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
and threatened to break the Armistice 
agreement that has brought 50 years of 
peace to the Korean peninsula. 

Desperate and strapped for cash, 
North Korea is the greatest current nu-
clear danger to the United States, and 
it is clearly taking advantage of the 
situation in Iraq. It is the country 
most likely to sell nuclear material to 
terrorists, and has missiles that can 

strike our soil. How long can the Ad-
ministration continue to ignore North 
Korea? How will a war with Iraq affect 
our ability to deal with this escalating 
danger? 

Just the other day, two North Korean 
Mig fighter jets tailed an American 
plane near the Korean Peninsula, in a 
further attempt to get the attention of 
President Bush. 

But in his zeal on Iraq, the President 
has refused to call the situation on the 
Korean peninsula what it is—a genuine 
crisis. He has refused to even talk di-
rectly to the North Koreans to try to 
end its nuclear program. 

The Administration may even have 
tried to conceal information about 
North Korea. Intelligence analysts at 
the Lawrence Livermore National Lab-
oratory in California concluded in No-
vember 2001 that North Korea had 
begun construction of a plant to enrich 
uranium to use in nuclear weapons. 
Yet, the Administration did not reveal 
this information until eleven months 
later, in October 2002—after Congress 
had voted on the legislation author-
izing the use of force in Iraq. 

Only the Administration knows if the 
timing of the release of the informa-
tion on North Korea was by design or 
coincidence. But if the Administration 
did conceal its knowledge of North Ko-
rea’s dangerous nuclear weapons pro-
gram until after the Congressional vote 
on Iraq, it would represent a breach of 
faith by our government not seen since 
the Vietnam War. 

The very real danger is that the Ad-
ministration is making it more likely 
that North Korea will provide nuclear 
material or even nuclear weapons to 
terrorists or nations supporting terror-
ists. Is war with Iraq worth that risk—
not taking more time with inspectors? 

We are poised at a moment of truth 
in the stewardship of the President. If 
President Bush commits our men and 
women to war, then all of us will close 
ranks behind them, and pray for their 
safety and a swift end to the conflict. 

But with inspectors on the ground 
and stiff international pressure still 
possible, this is an unnecessary war. 
History will judge how well we meet 
the challenges of this new era and this 
new century. We should move forward 
as the great and honorable nation we 
are—with patience and perseverance—
as we carry on the difficult work of 
build a better and more peaceful world 
for all its people.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 7, 2003] 

UNREADY FOR THE AFTERMATH 
(By Kenneth H. Bacon and George Rupp) 
Despite months of planning by the Bush 

administration to respond to the humani-
tarian challenges that could follow an attack 
against Iraq, preparations for dealing with 
displacement, injury, illness and food short-
ages remain inadequate. If current problems 
continue, the suffering caused by war could 
be amplified by lack of aid resources and co-
ordination. 

The most urgent need could be food. The 
United States boasts that it has shipped 3 
million humanitarian daily rations to the re-
gion to help feed Iraqis. But individual meal 
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packets will feed only a tiny portion of Iraq’s 
24 million people, and for just a few days. A 
United Nations official recently called U.S. 
and U.N. preparations to feed the Iraqi peo-
ple ‘‘grossly inadequate.’’ The official said 
that ‘‘they need to be sending ships of wheat 
to the Persian Gulf, along with ships of sol-
diers.’’

More than a decade of U.N. sanctions has 
left approximately 16 million Iraqis depend-
ent on government rations for their entire 
food supply under the U.N. Oil-for-Food pro-
gram; most of the remaining 8 million Iraqis 
rely on government rations for a portion of 
their daily food basket. The U.N. Children’s 
Fund estimates that more than 2 million 
Iraqi children will require therapeutic feed-
ing in the event of a conflict. 

A break in the U.N. food pipeline could 
cause ‘‘extremely grave’’ conditions, Ramiro 
Lopes da Silva, director of the U.N. World 
Food Program office in Baghdad, told The 
Post. He estimates that 10 million people 
could run out of food within six weeks of the 
start of a war. ‘‘After that we will have to 
feed 10 million people. Eventually, we’ll have 
to feed the entire population,’’ Lopes da 
Silva said. The World Food Program cur-
rently has enough food in the region to feed 
900,000 people for 10 weeks. 

Preparations to deal with refugees and dis-
place people also are behind schedule. The 
United Nations estimates that in the ‘‘me-
dium impact scenario’’—a two- to three-
month conflict involving ground troops—1.45 
million refugees and asylum seekers would 
try to reach neighboring countries, and 
900,000 people would be newly displaced with-
in Iraq. Yet Ruud Lubbers says that his 
agency, the U.N. High Commissioner for Ref-
ugees, the world’s first responder when peo-
ple flee their countries, lacks the resources 
to prepare for a flood of refugees. 

So far the U.N. refugee office has raised 
less than $20 million of the $60 million it is 
seeking for tents, stoves, blankets and other 
materials for refugee camps. Most of that 
money came from the United States. As a re-
sult, the agency has positioned only about 20 
percent of the equipment it needs in the re-
gion. 

In a flurry of news conferences last week, 
administration officials admitted that the 
military may have to provide food and med-
ical assistance during and immediately after 
a conflict, but they say humanitarian tasks 
would quickly be turned over to the United 
Nations and private relief agencies. Sadly, 
private relief agencies, most of which depend 
on government funding, aren’t yet well pre-
pared for the task. 

Although the United States has spent $2.4 
billion to send troops to the Persian Gulf re-
gion, it has spent less than $1 million to po-
sition relief agencies in the region. An offi-
cial at the U.N. Office for the Coordination 
of Humanitarian Affairs recently told a con-
ference that his biggest concern is the small 
number of private relief agencies ready to 
move quickly into Iraq. 

Lack of preparedness by U.N. and private 
relief agencies means the U.S. military will 
have to do most of the relief work, and this 
in turn could mean that the suffering of the 
Iraqi people will be greater than necessary. 
Administration officials have done little to 
match the skills of relief agencies—some are 
specialists in medical care, others in water 
and sanitation projects, for instance—with 
projected needs. One urgent unanswered 
question is: Who will care for Iraqis exposed 
to weapons of mass destruction? Humani-
tarian organizations lack the skills and 
equipment to handle this challenge. 

In modern warfare, precision bombs limit 
civilian casualties during the conflict, so 
that most death and suffering occurs in the 
post-conflict period, when people are dis-

placed, poorly fed or prone to disease be-
cause water sanitation and sewage systems 
have been disabled. This means that rapid 
humanitarian intervention is just as impor-
tant to holding casualties down as quick 
military victory. 

The United States may be ready for war, 
but it not yet ready to help Iraq recover 
from war. 

EXHIBIT 2
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 5, 2003] 

FOES GIVING IN TO N. KOREA’S NUCLEAR AIMS 
(By Doug Struck and Glenn Kessler) 

TOKYO, March 4.—The United States and 
Asian countries have begun to accept the 
idea of a nuclear-armed North Korea, accord-
ing to officials and analysts here and in 
Washington. Increasingly, the Bush adminis-
tration is turning its attention to preventing 
the Communist government in Pyongyang 
from selling nuclear material to the highest 
bidder. 

Envoys for the new South Korean presi-
dent, Roh Moo Hyun, shocked Bush advisers 
in Washington recently when they said they 
would rather have a nuclear North Korea 
than a chaotic collapse of the government 
there, according to sources in Seoul. 

And in Japan, located within missile range 
of North Korea, officials feel their neighbor 
cannot be stopped from producing a bomb. 
‘‘We need to be debating how to live with 
North Korea, with or without nuclear weap-
ons,’’ Taro Kono, a lawmaker from the rul-
ing party, said in an interview. 

Washington had issued repeated warnings 
to North Korea not to begin reprocessing 
materials that could become fuel for a nu-
clear bomb, but administration officials have 
become resigned to North Korea taking that 
step sometime within the next two to four 
weeks. ‘‘The administration has acquiesced 
in North Korea becoming a nuclear power,’’ 
said a Senate source who was briefed last 
week on the administration’s evolving pol-
icy. 

U.S. officials have begun to contend that a 
decision by North Korea to begin reprocess-
ing spent nuclear fuel rods into weapons-
grade plutonium will represent a diplomatic 
opportunity to swing international opinion 
to its side in the impasse over North Korea’s 
nuclear ambitions, administration and con-
gressional officials said today. 

The administration thinks the shock of a 
decision by Pyongyang to export nuclear ma-
terials would force Russia, China, South 
Korea and other nations to drop their reluc-
tance to confront the Communist state. Ac-
cording to that view, they would go along 
with the United States in mounting a tough 
campaign to further isolate the North and 
possibly to try to interdict suspected ship-
ments of nuclear materials. 

Production of plutonium that could flow 
abroad in clandestine sales ‘‘fundamentally 
changes the equation,’’ contends an adminis-
tration official. ‘‘Literally every city on the 
planet would be threatened.’’

During the last crisis over North Korea’s 
nuclear ambitions, in 1994, the Clinton ad-
ministration warned Pyongyang that reproc-
essing materials for a nuclear bomb could 
prompt a military strike. Many officials in 
Asia believe that Washington will now set 
new ‘‘red lines’’ that it will not tolerate 
North Korea crossing. But Bush and his sen-
ior advisers have refused to do that, publicly 
at least, saying it would only encourage 
North Korea to charge past them. 

North Korean already is a major source of 
missile technology, and an Iranian resist-
ance group recently said that North Korean 
experts are assisting Iran in its pursuit of 
nuclear weapons. Now officials worry about a 
new kind of export. 

Even the Administration says North Ko-
rea’s nuclear weapons are dangerous. ‘‘Our 
major fear is that North Korea would pass on 
fissile material or other nuclear techology’’ 
to ‘‘rogue states’’ or outlaw groups, Deputy 
Secretary of State Richard L. Armitage 
warned Congress last month. ‘‘I don’t think, 
given the poverty of North Korea, that it 
would be too long’’ before such sales took 
place, he said. 

‘‘The total red line is the sale of nuclear 
weapons material,’’ said Rep. Mark S. Kirk 
(R–Ill.), who follows the North Korea issue 
closely. ‘‘Nuclear weapons transferred to the 
Iraqis would be tantamount to nuking Jeru-
salem.’’ You can have them, as long as you 
don’t sell them? 

The Senate source said the administration 
was playing ‘‘a very dangerous game’’ in not 
acting to stop reprocessing before it starts, 
because the resulting materials could be hid-
den in the country’s network of caves await-
ing export. 

But administration officials argue they 
have no good military options for elimi-
nating North Korea’s nuclear capability. A 
surgical strike might neutralize the pluto-
nium plant, but the country’s effort to en-
rich uranium is proceeding at another, un-
known site. 

President Bush told reporters this week 
that he was still seeking a diplomatic solu-
tion and that a ‘‘military option is our last 
choice.’’ He also said that he would seek to 
‘‘accelerate the development of an anti-bal-
listic missile system’’ to counter a potential 
threat from North Korean missiles. 

U.S. officials quietly dropped the phrase 
that the United States has ‘‘no hostile in-
tent’’ toward North Korea in their talking 
points about a month ago, an official said 
‘‘It’s clear North Korea has hostile intent to 
us,’’ he said. 

‘‘I wouldn’t rule out use of military coer-
cion if North Korea crosses . . . red lines,’’ 
said Michael A. McDevitt, a retired rear ad-
miral and director of the Center for Stra-
tegic Studies in Washington. ‘‘The one I am 
most worried about is if they produce enough 
plutonium to start hawking it on the open 
market.’’

An administration official said Chinese of-
ficials have told North Korea that China 
would consider any attempt to produce nu-
clear weapons a ‘‘direct threat to Chinese na-
tional security.’’ While the Chinese told U.S. 
officials that they made it clear to North 
Korea they would not accept such a step, the 
Chinese statement did not address reprocess-
ing or foreign sales of the resulting mate-
rials. 

Many strategists have long asserted that 
the United States, China and Russia would 
not allow a nuclear-armed North Korea be-
cause it could dramatically alter the power 
structure in northeastern Asia and lead to an 
arms race as both Seoul and Tokyo de-
manded nuclear weapons. 

Increasingly, however, it appears that 
North Korea is determined to defy those 
wishes. ‘‘In a way we are wasting our time to 
talk about dialogue with North Korea,’’ said 
Masashi Nishihara, president of Japan’s Na-
tional Defense Academy. ‘‘Only after they 
develop a nuclear program will they come to 
the table.

Mr. KENNEDY. I see my friend and 
colleague, the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. I would like to 
maybe ask him a question. 

Mr. WARNER. Of course. 
Mr. KENNEDY. If I could ask unani-

mous consent to ask him a question 
and retain the right to the floor. 

I was interested in what our rules of 
engagement will be for our men and 
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women in Iraq. I am concerned, as are 
many of the nongovernmental agen-
cies, that if we go past Basra, if we let 
it alone for a period of 48 hours—this is 
a community that is largely Shia, 
ruled by the Sunnis—I have heard esti-
mates of up to 10,000 people being 
slaughtered there in bloodletting un-
less there is an immediate kind of po-
lice action and force presence which 
would keep these parties apart.

I am wondering, in those cir-
cumstances, what will be the rules of 
engagement of American servicemen. 
Are they going to be called upon in 
terms of separating these blood feuds, 
which have been so much a part of 
these revolutions in Iraq? I want to 
know whether American servicemen 
are going to be instructed that they 
are to fire on the Iraqi people who are 
involved in these kinds of acts of vio-
lence. I am interested in what the rules 
of engagement will be for northern 
Iraq, if there should be a rush by the 
Kurds to go back to their old homes 
where, in many instances, families 
have lived for centuries and have been 
separated by Saddam Hussein. What 
are American troops going to be told to 
do when the Iraqi forces collapse and 
the Kurds make a rush to Kirkuk, for 
example, one of the great oil-producing 
areas? What are American service men 
and women going to be told to do? 
What will be the rules of engagement 
outside of just engaging with the Iraqi 
Army? What are going to be the rules 
of engagement in terms of maintaining 
civilian control? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wel-
come the question from my colleague. 
He is a very valued member of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

We had briefings this week by the De-
partment of Defense, and indeed a rep-
resentative from the Department of 
State, on the plans now being formu-
lated by the Bush administration, 
should force be necessary, as to exactly 
what we would do with respect to the 
questions raised by my colleague. 

First and foremost, our forces, as 
they would move in, are responsible for 
the objective of trying to keep Iraq to-
gether and constituted as a nation, as 
it is today. It is the elimination of 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
consequent regime change that are the 
goals. Now, they are to provide first 
protection for the nongovernmental or-
ganizations which stand ready to assist 
our country. In other words, we will be 
making an effort to feed and care for 
the people of Iraq, as well as outsiders. 
That is the highest priority. So we are 
to provide a secure framework in which 
the people of Iraq can be cared for as 
best they can under wartime condi-
tions. 

With respect to factions in Iraq and 
their desire to fight among each other, 
we are going to do our best to contain 
that. Our goal is to have Iraq as a na-
tion, with its present boundaries, re-
maining intact. We are bringing in ex-
perts to put out any fires Saddam Hus-
sein may set at the oil wells. We are 

bringing in people to establish, as 
quickly as possible, a secure frame-
work in which the people of Iraq can 
begin to select their own leadership 
and government in due course. So there 
has been a lot of planning. 

As to the exact rules of engagement 
that commanders, as the Senator and I 
understand, will issue to their troops, 
at the moment I do not have those or-
ders. But I assure the Senator that we 
are contemplating the challenge to 
maintain the integrity of Iraq as a na-
tion. That could well involve stopping 
the civil strife between factions. But a 
lot of planning has been done. 

I think the administration has been 
subjected to undue criticism because 
the planning as yet has not been fully 
made public. But it is there, I say to 
the Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s response. This is enormously im-
portant because we have seen in 
Kosovo and other areas where service-
men did not protect local populations 
because they did not have what they 
call the ‘‘orders’’ and the appropriate 
rules of engagement to provide those 
protections. 

We are on notice about what is going 
to happen now in northern Iraq, with 
the desire of Kurd families returning to
many of their home communities. We 
are on notice about the southern part 
of Iraq, where many of the Shia who 
have been denied their cities and com-
munities want to reclaim them. It 
seems to me we ought to have some un-
derstanding about what our servicemen 
are going to be asked to do during 
those periods. I don’t understand, for 
the life of me, why we cannot know 
that information and cannot have that 
information. 

One more word. Why can we not say, 
if we are going to have these cir-
cumstances, these are going to be the 
rules of engagement? At least we need 
to have some awareness and under-
standing that we are going to meet our 
responsibilities under the Geneva Con-
vention. We have an international re-
sponsibility, obviously, in terms of pro-
tecting civilian populations. We have 
seen, in Kosovo and Serbia, where 
those populations were not protected 
in a number of instances because the 
rules of engagement were not proper. 

I say to the chairman of the com-
mittee, I hope prior to the time we go 
to war, we will have at least some un-
derstanding about what these instruc-
tions are. There is no reason they need 
to be kept secure. If we are interested 
in avoiding large bloodletting in that 
region of the country, we ought to 
know exactly what we are expecting of 
our service men and women. They are 
the best in the world, and they are 
trained to overcome any military 
force. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I assure 
my colleague that we are greatly con-
cerned about the safety of our service 
personnel as they undertake this mis-
sion, if it has to be done. I visited with 
them, together with Senators LEVIN, 

ROCKEFELLER, and ROBERTS. They are 
ready. 

The Senator raises, quit properly, the 
record we had first in Kosovo. I happen 
to have visited there during the early 
part of that securing of it by the 
United States and other forces. I assure 
the Senator that the rules of engage-
ment were spelled out. I remember 
American servicemen guarding the 
Serbian churches from destruction. I 
remember instances where they would 
carefully respond to protect the Serbs, 
who were at that point in time in mi-
nority status, so to speak. So we per-
formed that mission, and we did it ad-
mirably, together with a coalition of 
nations. 

We will have other nations assisting 
us in this engagement. Then you bring 
about Afghanistan. That is a country, 
historically, that has been fought over 
by factions. We visited there a week or 
10 days ago. There is relative quietude 
there. There is no severe amount of 
factional strife today; that is, out-
bursts of actual casualties and the like. 
Tensions are present. We are trying to 
reconstitute an armed forces under the 
Government of Afghanistan now. So we 
have a good track record on that. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator 
want to explain, on the reconstituting 
of the armed forces, how successful 
that has been? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. We met with 
President Karzai. I assume you saw 
him when he visited here. Incidentally, 
the French are very active in the train-
ing of those forces, and the Germans 
are taking an active role in the train-
ing of those forces. It is coming to-
gether, I say to the Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, my information 
is somewhat different from the Sen-
ator’s, in terms of the recruitment and 
the ability to hold these individuals 
into any kind of a national army. 

I want to finish with this point. We 
are facing a variety of security chal-
lenges in this country. My belief is the 
No. 1, which is continuing, is al-Qaida 
and the dangers of terrorism. We have 
to look at everything. We know Sad-
dam Hussein is a despot. We know 
progress is being made. We also have 
on the scene the danger of North Korea 
and the imminent threat they present. 
We ought to be making a judgment 
about our national security interests, 
our overall security—the security of 
the American people within the con-
struct of the dangers of al-Qaida, the 
threat that is posed in North Korea, 
and whatever the current situation is 
with the inspectors in Iraq. 

On that kind of a situation, I draw 
the conclusion that we should give 
more time to the inspectors and work 
to try to galvanize the international 
community to support us in that ef-
fort. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to also—if I may, on my time—ad-
dress points raised by my colleague 
from Massachusetts. Quite properly, 
the Senator raises the issue of North 
Korea. The President addressed that 
last night. 
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I ask unanimous consent to have 

printed in the RECORD his comments.
There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

The PRESIDENT. We, of course, are con-
sulting with our allies at the United Nations. 
But I meant what I said, this is the last 
phase of diplomacy. A little bit more time? 
Saddam Hussein has had 12 years to disarm. 
He is deceiving people. This is what’s impor-
tant for our fellow citizens to realize; that if 
he really intended to disarm, like the world 
has asked him to do, we would know whether 
he was disarming. He’s trying to buy time. I 
can understand why—he’s been successful 
with these tactics for 12 years. 

Saddam Hussein is a threat to our nation. 
September the 11th changed the strategic 
thinking, at least, as far as I was concerned, 
for how to protect our country. My job is to 
protect the American people. It used to be 
that we could think that you could contain 
a person like Saddam Hussein, that oceans 
would protect us from his type of terror. 
September 11th should say to the American 
people that we’re now a battlefield, that 
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of 
a terrorist organization could be deployed 
here at home. 

So, therefore, I think the threat is real. 
And so do a lot of other people in my govern-
ment. And since I believe the threat is real, 
and since my most important job is to pro-
tect the security of the American people, 
that’s precisely what we’ll do.

Mr. WARNER. These are in strong re-
buttal of my colleague’s comments. I 
will read what the President said with 
reference to North Korea:

Well, I think it is an issue. Obviously, I am 
concerned about North Korea developing nu-
clear weapons, not only for their own use, 
but perhaps choose to proliferate them, sell 
them.

The President is working in a na-
tional multilateral forum to try to ad-
dress this problem because it is re-
gional in that Russia, Japan, South 
Korea and, indeed, China have a heavy 
stake in seeing that the Korean penin-
sula does not become nuclearized.

It is clear as that, I say to my friend, 
and I think the President, in a very re-
sponsible way, the initial approach to 
this, a multilateral approach, the ap-
proach my colleague is urging on the 
President with regard to Iraq, is apply-
ing in the Korean peninsula situation. 
It does not preclude possibly bilateral 
discussions at some later date and 
time. 

Second, on the issue of Iraq, the 
question is time, months. Time is not 
on our side. The President addressed 
this very explicitly last night in his re-
marks. He simply said that his con-
cern—and I will put the text in the 
Record—his concern is, again, the ques-
tion of proliferation. 

No one in this Chamber thus far, in 
the weeks and the months we have de-
bated this issue, has denied Saddam 
Hussein has enormous caches of weap-
ons of mass destruction which he has 
failed to declare and which the inspec-
tors have failed to destroy because of 
the inability to locate them through 
lack of cooperation from Iraq. 

What is to prevent Saddam Hussein, 
if he has not already done it, from tak-

ing small amounts of these weapons 
and allowing an international terrorist 
organization, be it al-Qaida or others, 
to take this material and begin to 
carry it to places throughout the 
world, whether it be Europe or the 
United States, and dissemble it? 

I bring back the tragic aftermath of 
the discovery of anthrax sent to Mem-
bers of this body. Postal employees lost 
their lives. One of our Senate office 
buildings was shut down. We suffered a 
severe blow as a consequence of an un-
opened envelope which contained but a 
few ounces, if that, of this material. 
And Saddam Hussein, it is documented, 
has tons of it, undeclared, not found, 
and all of this could have been achieved 
if he had cooperated with the inspec-
tion regime which was initiated in No-
vember of last year. 

Time is not on our side. The failure 
of the United States and the coalition 
of willing nations, principally Great 
Britain, not to act is not in our inter-
est. The price of inaction is far greater 
than the price of action. 

As I listened to my colleague from 
Massachusetts—and he has spoken very 
eloquently on these subjects over the 
past several days. I admire his courage 
to get out and lead in this debate. It is 
an important debate. It is taking place 
across the Nation. But I cannot find in 
my colleague’s comments where he 
specifically has a program whereby to 
force Iraq to cooperate. Why is it that 
he has not emphasized the need for Iraq 
to cooperate and what steps should our 
country, Great Britain, or others do to 
force that cooperation, other than the 
steps we have taken thus far, which 
have not proved fruitful? 

Yes, here and there Saddam Hussein 
steps up and does some little thing to 
buy time, but he would not have need-
ed that time if he had cooperated and 
began that cooperation when the in-
spection regime began last November. 
Mr. President, wherein does the Sen-
ator lay out a program to compel Iraq 
to cooperate? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Let me answer, if I 
may, in this way. First of all, the ad-
ministration was strongly opposed to 
inspections. I heard the exchange with 
my friend and colleague from Con-
necticut. That is very clear. Secretary 
Rumsfeld said it. They never believed 
in inspections, No. 1. 

Then they agreed to the inspection 
process at the United Nations. It is 
only today, evidently, when the CIA is 
giving the inspectors all the informa-
tion we have. 

The Senator from Virginia attended 
the Armed Services Committee hear-
ings that I attended where our col-
league and friend from Michigan, Sen-
ator LEVIN, pointed out time and again
that the administration and the CIA 
had still not provided all of the mate-
rial on intelligence to the inspectors. 
But all during this time, the adminis-
tration was saying: Let’s go to war; 
let’s go to war; let’s go to war; Saddam 
isn’t complying. 

Now the Senator—and I have not had 
a chance to look at the document—

says the record is clear, and he put the 
document in the RECORD an hour ago, 
that finally we are giving everything 
to the inspectors. Today, we had the 
leader of the inspection team say he 
believes they can do the job not in 
weeks, not in years but in some 
months. The international community 
says: We will be with you if you can do 
that in a period of months. 

My position is, it is better to work 
the international community to try 
and do it in weeks—if we cannot, do it 
in months. It is cheaper in terms of 
treasure and human life to keep the 
necessary military force there to make 
sure it is done. 

That is my position, I say to the Sen-
ator. I know we differ on some aspects, 
but we do not differ on the willingness 
to give to the inspectors the intel-
ligence information. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I say to 
my good friend, a couple of letters are 
about to be handed to him. They are in 
the RECORD. He is mistaken in the 
facts. The letters cite what we have 
done over an extensive period of time—
over the last 3 or 4 months. I person-
ally, together with the former chair-
man, Senator LEVIN, now ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, have consulted with Director 
Tenet on this matter. We have been in 
a room with the actual person en-
trusted to convey on a daily basis to 
Hans Blix this information. It has been 
going on for months. It did not just 
start. 

Let me read one paragraph, and then 
I will yield.

Statement for the record: The American 
intelligence community has—

That is past tense—
has provided extensive intelligence and other 
support to the United Nations on Iraq and 
WMD, and potential inspection sites for over 
10 years. There is, therefore, a very strong 
common understanding of sites of potential 
interest to the inspectors, whether UNSCOM 
inspectors or UNMOVIC inspectors or IAEA 
inspectors. When the current round of in-
spections began, the Intelligence Community 
assembled several lists of suspect sites, 
which we combined into a common list in 
early January. This list consisted of high, 
moderate, and low value sites, depending on 
our assessment of recent activities sug-
gesting ongoing WMD association or other 
intelligence information that the sites were 
worth inspecting.

We have now provided detailed infor-
mation on all of the high value and 
moderate value sites to UNMOVIC and 
IAEA. 

The letter continues to detail what 
has been done over a period of months, 
I say to the Senator. It just did not 
start yesterday. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield on this point? First of all, I will 
put in the RECORD—and the Senator 
was there—the exchange between Sen-
ator LEVIN and Secretary Rumsfeld. 
The Senator from Virginia was at the 
Armed Services Committee meeting. I 
remember this meeting—it was 21⁄2 
weeks ago—when Senator LEVIN said 
the briefing he had and the answers he 
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had from the intelligence community 
were not consistent with Secretary 
Rumsfeld. 

I am going to put that exchange in 
the RECORD, and that will stand in 
terms of 3 weeks ago.

I want to draw attention to this let-
ter. ‘‘The American intelligence com-
munity has provided extensive intel-
ligence’’—extensive intelligence. It 
does not say ‘‘all’’ or ‘‘complete intel-
ligence.’’ It says ‘‘extensive intel-
ligence.’’ That is what my letter says. 

Mr. WARNER. Go on to the second 
paragraph. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I know, but why do 
they say—I will be glad to read this 
and go through it, Mr. President, but I 
want to stick with the facts I know 
about. The facts I know about are the 
testimony of the Secretary of Defense 
and the exchange that he had with Sen-
ator LEVIN in open session in the 
Armed Services Committee where Sen-
ator LEVIN had been told the evening 
before, and it was represented that a 
complete list of these sites had been 
provided, and he had the materials that 
demonstrated it had not been com-
plete. Those are security matters, as 
the Senator well knows. That was 21⁄2 
weeks ago. 

The point is, as to the intelligence 
given to the inspector, whatever has 
been given, is it the Senator’s state-
ment now as chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee that all of the in-
formation the intelligence agency has 
in terms of weapons has been given to 
the inspectors? Is that what the Sen-
ator is telling us? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think 
this letter answers Senator KENNEDY’s 
first statement: We have just begun to 
provide information. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I did not say ‘‘just 
begun.’’ No, the Senator is not correct. 
There was a provision, there was a fil-
tering out of this material.

It was very slow in January. We are 
getting close to classified. I remember 
the briefing we had from the deputy of 
the CIA at that time. It was clear they 
were cooperating. It was also clear 
there were a limited number of inspec-
tors and they were going to provide 
more, and it would be soon. I think the 
Senator would remember that briefing. 
I remember it clearly. This has been a 
process of filtering out. 

The authority I have, I sat right next 
to Carl Levin, 21⁄2 weeks ago, when he 
looked in the eyes of the Secretary of 
Defense and they reviewed documents, 
and the Secretary of Defense leaned 
over and shared various documents. At 
the end of that, he had to agree with 
the position Senator LEVIN had, that 
all of the information had not been 
provided. I will put that in the RECORD. 

My point is, if we still, 21⁄2 weeks ago, 
had a ways to go with intelligence in-
formation that would be advantageous 
to the inspectors, it strengthens those 
who believe we should make sure our 
inspectors have all of the relevant ma-
terial that will help them do the job 
which we all agree should be done. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in fair-
ness, this letter is part of a very com-
plex and long dialog between Senator 
LEVIN and various members of the ad-
ministration. Were he here today, he 
would say he is still not satisfied with 
regard to this issue. 

At one point I recognized that one 
member of the administration said to 
him, Senator, I gave you incorrect 
numbers at one time and I am now cor-
recting them. I think a good-faith ef-
fort has been made by the administra-
tion to resolve such differences as Sen-
ator LEVIN has had. 

Having been in most, if not all, of the 
discussions with Senator LEVIN at the 
time he raised these important ques-
tions, the preponderance of the facts 
shows unequivocally our Nation has co-
operated fully on the matters of intel-
ligence. I stand by that. I heard the Na-
tional Security Adviser state that, the 
Director of Central Intelligence state 
that, and others. We have cooperated. 

Have there been some disjoints of 
timing and perhaps numbers? I cannot 
say it is perfect, but there has been 
overall sincere cooperation. 

We have had an excellent debate 
today. I thank my colleagues for join-
ing me on the floor, both on my side of 
the aisle and the other side of the aisle. 
We have met the test of the Senate ad-
dressing this question. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SUNUNU). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

IRAQ 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on this 

day in the halls of the United Nations 
Security Council and in the distant 
lands of the Middle East, the United 
States is making a stand for the causes 
of freedom and democracy, for order 
and peace. 

The President and the Congress have 
made clear that we will no longer tol-
erate Saddam Hussein’s production or 
possession of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Further, it is our solemn belief 
that the people of Iraq deserve to live 
in freedom. They have suffered long 
enough under the tyranny and the op-
pression of the day. 

As is so often the case, challenging 
the status quo is not easy even if that 
status quo is a dictator pursuing and 
possessing weapons of mass destruction 
that are explicitly prohibited by the 
United Nations Security Council. 

We are fast approaching that mo-
ment of reckoning with Saddam Hus-
sein. If he were to voluntarily disarm, 
it would be welcomed. But he will not. 
If he flees his country, the chances for 
peace are much better. But he will 
never flee unless he is absolutely con-
vinced that there are no other options 
for his survival. 

If individuals within Saddam’s re-
gime rise up and overthrow him, there 
will be an opportunity for a new begin-
ning in Iraq. But none will take this 
brave step if they doubt the fortitude 
of the United States and the inter-
national community. 

Let there be no mistake about our 
Nation’s purpose in confronting Iraq. 
Saddam Hussein’s regime poses a clear 
threat to the security of the United 
States, its friends and its allies. And it 
is a threat that we must address, and 
we must address now. 

Recall that in 1991 we were concerned 
Saddam would use weapons of mass de-
struction to further his expansionist 
desires in the Middle East. Now, a dec-
ade later, we live with the reality—the 
reality—that terrorists may acquire 
and use such weapons on our soil. 

I have no doubts that terrorists seek 
such weapons to use against this Na-
tion. I am equally certain that Saddam 
Hussein possesses such weapons and 
would provide them to terrorists, if he 
has not already. And it is this nexus of 
a tyrannical dictator, those weapons of 
mass destruction, and terrorists who 
seek to inflict harm—grievous harm—
upon the American people that compels 
us to act now. 

The Senate—this body—and the 
House of Representatives voted over-
whelmingly last fall to authorize the 
President to use force, if necessary, 
against Iraq if Saddam Hussein did not 
disarm. In those votes, the Congress 
stated unambiguously that the United 
States will not tolerate the pursuit and 
possession of weapons of mass destruc-
tion by Saddam Hussein. 

Nothing has fundamentally changed. 
I guess one could say the possible ex-
ception to that statement would be we 
have even further evidence, because of 
the passage of time, that Saddam Hus-
sein will not voluntarily disarm. 

Last fall, to reaffirm the broad inter-
national commitment to disarm Iraq, 
President Bush successfully pursued a 
United Nations resolution that offered 
Saddam Hussein a final chance to meet 
the demands of the world community 
or face the consequences. Saddam has 
missed his final chance. 

Now we are told the United States 
must pursue a second resolution before 
Iraq can be disarmed. The United Na-
tions Security Council, on 17 separate 
occasions, over a 12-year period, de-
manded the disarmament of Iraq. For 
the record, this will not be a second 
resolution, but this will be an 18th res-
olution over this 12-year period. Noth-
ing in history has been made more 
meaningful by repeating it 18 different 
times. 

In the end, it is not a multilateral 
approach our opponents seek—for the 
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United States is already joined by a 
multitude of others who share our com-
mitment to disarm Saddam. No, it is 
the false comfort of unanimity to 
which they aspire. When everyone is 
responsible, no one is accountable. 

My friends, the hour has arrived for 
democratically elected leaders to stand 
up and be counted. Will the free world 
tolerate Saddam Hussein’s continued 
brutality, his possession of weapons of 
mass destruction, and his continued de-
fiance of the international community, 
or will we act to stop it now? 

To those who would suggest we are 
acting in isolation to confront 
Saddam’s evil, I remind you we are not 
alone in the conviction. In the past 
month, the leaders of 18 European 
countries have publicly endorsed the 
U.S. call for final action, including 
force, if necessary, to disarm Saddam 
Hussein. 

Over two dozen countries are pro-
viding basing for our troops, access for 
our aircraft, and material support in 
preparation for a possible conflict with 
Iraq. And if it comes to that, with al-
lies such as the United Kingdom, Aus-
tralia, Spain, Italy, Denmark, as well 
as many of the new democracies of 
Eastern Europe all on our side, we will 
not carry this burden alone. 

America is at its strongest when it is 
standing in common cause with our 
friends and allies. The inverse, of 
course, is that America’s allies are at 
their strongest when they are standing 
with the United States. 

To those leaders who have spoken 
out with us against the threat posed by 
Saddam Hussein, I commend your cour-
age. As America has risen to challenge 
the threats posed and supported by 
Saddam Hussein, you chose to stand by 
her side. And such loyalty and such 
leadership will not soon be forgotten. 

Some of our erstwhile allies would be 
well advised to recall their own free-
dom was regained by such courage and 
conviction. I remind them their own 
liberation in World War II was a less 
popular undertaking than a possible 
war in Iraq. 

What about popular opinion at the 
time? If one goes back and looks at 
surveys and polls from the time, in Oc-
tober 1939, when asked whether the 
U.S. should enter the war in Europe, 
only 16.8 percent of Americans re-
sponded yes. And 17.2 percent said yes 
in December 1939. In July 1940, 26.9 per-
cent said yes. 

After winning reelection in 1940, 
President Roosevelt tried to move pub-
lic opinion toward greater U.S. involve-
ment, while offering significant mate-
rial support to the allied war effort. 
Yet asked again in January of 1941 
whether they would support a declara-
tion of war, only 14 percent of the 
American people responded yes. 

And as late as October 1941, President 
Roosevelt commented that 70 percent 
of Americans wanted us to stay out of 
the war in Europe. 

Sadly, at that time, many around the 
world recoiled at the thought of con-

fronting Nazi Germany head on. After 
all, it was Europe’s war, not ours, and 
Hitler was killing foreign Jews, not 
Americans. Many leaders of the day de-
manded we look after America first. 
They called for our country to stay 
within its borders, protected by the 
false security of two oceans. But then, 
as now—on December 7, 1941, and Sep-
tember 11, 2001—we were reminded that 
America is most vulnerable to attack 
when it is in retreat. 

President Roosevelt demonstrated 
then, as President Bush does today, 
that the essential measure of a world 
leader is not in his ability to chase 
public opinion—no—but, rather, his 
courage to make the country safer by 
leading public opinion. 

President Bush deserves much credit 
for confronting the grave and growing 
threat posed by the mad pursuit of a 
ruthless tyrant for the world’s most 
deadly weapons. The President is right 
when he says that neither more time 
nor more inspections will stop Saddam.

The consequences of war with Iraq 
cannot be certain and those feelings of 
uncertainty we felt as the issues sur-
rounding Iraq and the future have been 
discussed on the floor today. But our 
goals and our motives must be under-
stood for what they are. We seek to de-
fend our own people. We seek the lib-
eration of the Iraqi people. We seek the 
foundation of a democratic government 
in Baghdad, and we seek the spread of 
peace in the Middle East. These are 
worthy goals of a great nation, and 
they are goals worth fighting for.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

MR. HENRI LANDWIRTH 

∑ Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to acknowledge the 
accomplishments of Mr. Henri 
Landwirth, a great philanthropist from 
my home State of Florida. Mr. 
Landwirth, a Holocaust survivor born 
in Belgium in 1927, has beaten the odds 
to live the true American dream. In ad-
dition to his success in the hotel indus-
try, Mr. Landwirth has founded several 
charitable organizations. His countless 
acts of charity continue to affect tens 
of thousands of lives. Mr. Landwirth 
has received numerous honors for his 
contributions to society, and today I 
rise to show my appreciation for all 
that he has done for the state of Flor-
ida and for people in need. 

Henri Landwirth spend most of his 
teenage years during World War II in 
death camps and labor camps in Nazi 
Germany. He narrowly escaped with 
his life after a Nazi firing squad 
marched him into the woods to be shot 
and decided at the last minute to spare 
his life. After the war, Mr. Landwirth 
immigrated to the United States in 
1950 with only $20 to his name. He was 
drafted into the United States Army 
within three years. After serving in the 
military and learning English, he en-
rolled in a course in hotel management 

and found entry-level employment in a 
New York hotel, quickly mastering his 
job and learning every job in the hotel. 

Mr. Landwirth moved to Florida in 
1954, and became Manager of the 100-
room Starlite Motel in Cocoa Beach 
near Cape Canaveral, home of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, NASA, Kennedy Space Center. 
The original seven astronauts, referred 
to as the ‘‘Mercury Seven’’—M. Scott 
Carpenter, L. Gordon Cooper, Jr., John 
Glenn, Jr.; Virgil ‘‘Gus’’ Grissom; Wal-
ter Schirra, Jr.; Alan Shepard, Jr.; and 
Donald ‘‘Deke’’ Slayton—chose the 
Starlite Motel as their temporary resi-
dence. During this period, Mr. 
Landwirth developed strong friendships 
with these astronauts, which still bind 
them together. 

Mr. Landwirth is now a partner in a 
successful Central Florida hotel com-
pany, with John Glenn and others, and 
he has spearheaded several initiatives 
to help those in need. He and the Mer-
cury Seven astronauts founded the 
Mercury Seven Foundation, now 
known as the Astronaut Scholarship 
Foundation, which provides scholar-
ships to young science students. In the 
1970’s, Mr. Landwirth founded an orga-
nization in honor of his mother, the 
Fanny Landwirth Foundation, through 
which he built a school and a center for 
senior citizens in Orlando, Florida. He 
also created a scholarship program, 
which allowed underprivileged Israeli 
students to come to the United States 
as visiting scholars. 

In 1986, Mr. Landwirth founded Give 
Kids the World, a non-profit resort in 
Kissimmee, Florida, that provides ter-
minally ill children and their families 
an all-expenses paid week-long vaca-
tion to central Florida and its popular 
attractions. Give Kids the World has 
served over 55,000 children throughout 
the United States and worldwide. The 
organization has grown from serving 
329 children in its first year to a 51-acre 
resort that can accommodate 7,000 fam-
ilies a year. 

In 1999, Mr. Landwirth founded Dig-
nity U Wear, a Jacksonville-based 
foundation that provides new clothing 
to children and families who are home-
less, abused, abandoned, or neglected. 
The operation donates new clothing, 
shoes and personal hygiene items to 98 
shelters in 16 states, and is currently 
working to expand into 30 states across 
the nation. 

In 2001, Mr. Landwirth founded Build-
ing for Life based in Jacksonville, 
which works in collaboration with 
other organizations, Operation Hope 
and FreshMinisters, an interfaith orga-
nization, of which Mr. Landwirth 
serves on the Board of Trustees. This 
most recent charitable organization 
aims to refurbish neglected homes 
while providing an opportunity for the 
homeless to learn new job skills. 

I am proud to have Henri Landwirth 
as a citizen of the great state of Flor-
ida. On behalf of all Floridians, I offer 
him thanks and appreciation for all 
that he has done to help those in need.∑
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LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 

OF 2001 
∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I speak 
about the need for hate crimes legisla-
tion. In the last Congress Senator KEN-
NEDY and I introduced the Local Law 
Enforcement Act, a bill that would add 
new categories to current hate crimes 
law, sending a signal that violence of 
any kind is unacceptable in our soci-
ety. 

I would like to describe a terrible 
crime that occurred February 26, 2003 
in Charlottesville, VA. Daisy Lundy 
was assaulted on the University of Vir-
ginia campus by an unknown man. 
Lundy, a 19 year-old of African Amer-
ican and Korean descent, left a friend’s 
room just before 2 a.m. to retrieve a 
cell phone. When she got to her car, the 
assailant, described only as a ‘‘heavy-
set’’ white man, attacked her, slam-
ming her head into the steering wheel. 
The attacker referred to Lundy’s can-
didacy for student council, and used a 
racial epithet during the assault. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well.∑

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

f 

HONORING THE 2003 JCC MACCABI 
GAMES 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this August the Jewish Community 
Center Maccabi Games will be held in 
Tenafly, NJ. Along with 300 local ath-
letes, there will be 1,300 athletes from 
elsewhere in the United States, Can-
ada, Israel, Europe, South America, 
Mexico, and Australia. 

It is quite an honor to be the host for 
this event and quite a responsibility. 
The benefit of the Maccabi Games lies 
not only in the sporting events them-
selves, but because the Games bring to-
gether young Jewish people from all 
over the world. 

Along with the athletic competi-
tions, there will be social activities 
that bring together people from all 
over the world who nonetheless share 
the same history, values, and pride. 
The Games will also feature cultural 
programs and community service 
projects. When the Games conclude, 
these teenagers will take with them 
memories and friendships to last a life-
time. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring the participants of the 2003 
JCC Maccabi Games. The Games are a 
great avenue for Jewish teenagers to 
meet other Jewish teens from around 
the world and make lifetime friend-
ships and memories.∑

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

TRIBUTE TO MARY PAT ANGELINI, 
ALICE J. GUTTLER, THE HONOR-
ABLE SUSAN D. WIGENTON AND 
THERESA I. SEITZ 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it 
is with great pride that I today pay 
special tribute to four incredible 
women from New Jersey. On March 13 
the Monmouth Council of Girl Scouts 
will honor Mary Pat Angelini, Alice 
Guttler, Esq., Theresa Seitz, and Judge 
Susan Wigenton at its Annual Women 
of Distinction Dinner. 

Mary Pat Angelini is receiving the 
Community Service Award and is cur-
rently the Executive Director of Pre-
vention First, which works to provide 
leadership and develop leaders to pre-
vent substance abuse. She has been 
with the organization since 1992 and 
has helped to increase its annual budg-
et from $125,000 to multi-million dollar 
status. 

Mary Pat Angelini has been involved 
with substance abuse prevention for 
many years. She is the immediate past 
president of the New Jersey Prevention 
Network and she was a member of the 
Leadership Council for the Community 
Anti Drug Coalitions of America. 

Since 2000 she has served on the Gov-
ernor’s Council on Alcoholism and 
Drug Abuse. Ms. Angelini coordinated 
38 local coalitions to prevent substance 
abuse with the Monmouth County’s Di-
vision of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Serv-
ices. She also sits on the Robert Wood 
Johnson Foundation’s New Jersey 
Health Initiative Advisory Committee. 

Alice J. Guttler, Esq., is receiving 
the Professionalism Excellence Award. 
She currently is corporate counsel with 
Centrastate Healthcare System. 
Centrastate runs a 241-bed acute care 
community hospital, a continuous care 
retirement community and a 120-bed 
skilled nursing home. 

Previously she was a New Jersey 
Deputy Attorney General in the De-
partment of Law & Public Safety. She 
served as counsel to the University of 
Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey 
and conducted labor, employment, and 
commercial litigation. 

Judge Susan Wigenton is also receiv-
ing the Professionalism Excellence 
Award. Currently, Judge Wigenton 
serves as a United States Magistrate 
Judge in U.S. District Court. She pre-
viously served as a part-time United 
States Magistrate Judge. Prior to that, 
Judge Wigenton practiced in Middle-
town, NJ with the law firm of Gior-
dano, Halleran & Ciesla, P.C. 

Judge Wigenton has also served as a 
Public Defender in Asbury Park, New 
Jersey. She was Chair, Monmouth 
County District Ethics Committee. She 
currently serves as the Chair of the 
Civil Justice Reform Act Committee 
for the Federal Courts in the District 
of New Jersey. 

Theresa I. Seitz is also receiving the 
Community Service Award. Since 1961 
she has served on the Recreation Com-
mission of Freehold, New Jersey and 
has directed Christmas plays for the 
Parent Teacher Association or St. Rose 
of Lima School. 

Since 1982 Ms. Seitz has been a mem-
ber of the Board of Trustees for ‘‘180, 
Turning Lives Around.’’ This organiza-
tion offers services to all family mem-
bers affected by domestic violence and 
sexual abuse. She currently runs 180’s 
‘‘Puttin’ on the Ritz Resale Boutique,’’ 
which is a non-profit clothing shop 
that benefits the organization. 

I ask my colleagues to join me and 
the Monmouth Council of Girl Scouts 
in honoring Mary Pat Angelini, Alice 
J. Guttler, Esq., Theresa I. Seitz and 
Judge Susan Wigenton for their great 
service to the residents of New Jersey.∑

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE ‘‘FOUR 
CHAPLAINS’’ OF WORLD WAR II 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
pay tribute to the heroic ‘‘Four Chap-
lains’’ of World War II. In February, 
the Jewish War Veterans of Monmouth 
County and the Marlboro Jewish Cen-
ter hosted the Monmouth County 
Interfaith Memorial Commemoration. 
These organizations honored four chap-
lains who bravely gave their life during 
World War II. 

On February 3, 1943 the U.S. Troop-
ship S.S. Dorchester was in the Atlantic 
Ocean when it was torpedoed by a Ger-
man U-boat submarine 150 miles from 
Greenland. On board the ship were four 
chaplains. Protestant Ministers George 
L. Fox and Clark V. Poling, Roman 
Catholic Priest John P. Washington 
and Rabbi Alexander D. Goode. All 
went down with the Dorchester. 

Two hundred and twenty-nine of the 
902 Army GIs on board were rescued. 
Indications are that not as many would 
have made it safely to the rescue ships 
if not for the bravery of these four 
men. They helped soldiers to the rescue 
ships and when life vests ran out they 
gave up theirs so four soldiers could 
live. According to some eyewitnesses, 
the four men were last seen with their 
arms linked and their heads bowed in 
prayer. 

I ask my colleagues to join me and 
the Jewish War Veterans of New Jersey 
in paying tribute to these four brave 
souls who died with dignity and gave 
their lives so others could live.∑

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

f 

HONORING EPHRAIM AND JOANNE 
ZAYAT, DR. PAUL AND ESTHER 
LERER, MICHAEL AND SHARON 
GLASS AND RABBI YA’AKOV 
NEUBURGER 

∑ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it 
is with great pride that I honor a few 
outstanding residents of the State of 
New Jersey. In March the SINAI Spe-
cial Needs Institute is honoring these 
New Jerseyans for their dedication to 
the community. The Institute works to 
meet the needs of learning disabled 
children throughout the State. 
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Ephraim and Joanne Zayat received 

the Pillars of SINAI award. Mr. Zayat 
is the executive chair and CEO of 
Heineken, Egypt and was named a 
Global Leader for Tomorrow by the 
World Economic Forum. He also serves 
on the Bush-Mubarak Presidents Coun-
cil. Mr. Zayat is a member of the board 
of directors of the Academic Egyptian 
Arts & Sciences Foundation. 

Mrs. Zayat is on the board of direc-
tors at Yavneh Academy and she was a 
board member of Congregation Bnai 
Yeshurun. She is also an active mem-
ber of Amit and Emunah. 

Dr. Paul and Esther Lerer were the 
Institute’s guests of honor at this an-
nual dinner. Dr. Lerer is a board mem-
ber of Moriah School and a member of 
the religious services and tzedakah 
committees of Congregation Ahavath 
Torah. 

Esther Lerer is on the board of trust-
ees at Congregation Ahavath Torah 
where she was also president. She is 
also a member of the board at 
Ma’ayanot High School, Shaare Zedek 
Medical Center, and the UJA Federa-
tion of Bergen County and North Hud-
son. Dr. and Esther Lerer are involved 
in Bar Ilan University and they have 
been honored by Yeshivat Shalvim. 

Michael and Sharon Glass were the 
Kesser Shem Tov awardees. Michael 
Glass is an original member of Dof 
Yomi. He also helps set up the Shalosh 
Seudos every Shabbat and is a member 
of the monthly shomer program. Mi-
chael Glass is the vice president of 
Global Scientific Affairs for the Adams 
division of Pfizer. In that capacity he 
works for kosher certification of 
Adams confectionary products. 

Sharon Glass is director of the Jew-
ish Center of Teaneck’s Nursery School 
and used to be a teacher in the Leah 
Sokoloff Nursery School at Congrega-
tion Shomrei Torah. She is also the 
shul’s co-vice president of sisterhood. 

Rabbi Ya’akov Neuburger was the re-
cipient of the Rabbinic Leadership 
award. Rabbi Neuburger is the spiritual 
leader for Congregation Beth Abraham. 
He was also one of the first rabbis to 
receive Yadin Yadin ordination from 
the Rabbi Isaac Eichanan Theological 
Seminary. 

I ask my colleagues to join me and 
the SINAI Special Needs Institute in 
honoring these very dedicated resi-
dents of New Jersey who have contrib-
uted so much to their communities.∑

f 

ANOTHER UNPRECEDENTED STEP 
BY THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I raise an 
issue that has come to my attention 
regarding the Justice Department’s re-
ported attempt to restrict the use of 
the National Instant Criminal Back-
ground Check System by local law en-
forcement. According to the Brady 
Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence and 
the Associated Press, a Department of 
Justice attorney recently threatened 
to bring charges against a top firearm 
official in California. The charges stem 

from California’s practice of con-
ducting National Instant Criminal 
Background Check System or NICS 
background checks. 

According to reports, the dispute in-
volves the use of the NICS database by 
law enforcement to determine if guns 
seized in criminal investigations 
should be returned to their owners. 
California officials need access to the 
NICS database because it includes data 
from across the country and therefore 
more accurately determines whether a 
person is prohibited from possessing a 
firearm. Local law enforcement in Cali-
fornia performs these checks thousands 
of times per year. 

An example from the Brady Cam-
paign to Prevent Gun Violence illus-
trates the problem. When responding to 
a domestic violence complaint, law en-
forcement in California ask if there are 
any firearms present in the home and 
take temporary custody of any guns 
they find. Before returning the guns, 
law enforcement asks the California 
Department of Justice to run a NICS 
background check to determine wheth-
er the gun owner is prohibited from 
purchasing or possessing a firearm. The 
U.S. Department of Justice is chal-
lenging this practice, claiming that it 
is a misuse of the NICS background 
check system. The U.S. Justice Depart-
ment wants law enforcement to stop 
performing these checks and imme-
diately return guns to their owner. 

The Brady Law contains nine cat-
egories of individuals prohibited from 
purchasing and possessing a firearm in-
cluding felons and illegal immigrants. I 
believe that law enforcement in all 50 
states and the District of Columbia 
should do everything within the law to 
insure that these potentially dangerous 
individuals do not gain access to fire-
arms. The State of California is car-
rying out a common sense application 
of the law. As the Los Angeles Times 
said in a recent editorial, the Justice 
Department’s threatened actions are 
reckless, and are contrary to both pub-
lic safety and sensible public policy. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Los Angeles Times editorial be 
included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ASHCROFT’S RUSSIAN ROULETTE 
Last year, Atty. Gen. John Ashcroft tried 

but failed to get the U.S. Supreme Court to 
buy his theory that the 2nd Amendment al-
lows pretty much anyone to buy pretty much 
any gun, a view the court has consistently if 
infrequently rejected. 

Now Ashcroft has threatened California’s 
top firearms control official with criminal 
charges if the state continues to use a fed-
eral databank to hunt down those making il-
legal gun purchases, as it has done for years. 
Ashcroft’s latest decree is reckless and could 
emasculate this nation’s gun laws, ham-
string police and put the public at risk. 

Since 1998, firearms dealers across the 
country have used the Department of Jus-
tice’s National Instant Criminal Background 
Check System, or NICS, to check, supposedly 
within 30 seconds, whether a customer is pro-
hibited from owning a gun because of, for ex-

ample, a felony or a history of mental ill-
ness. 

California also has used the system to 
check whether someone recently found by 
doctors to be mentally unstable—and there-
fore barred from purchasing a weapon—had 
earlier bought a firearm. 

In addition, state law enforcement officials 
use this background check to determine 
whether police should return a weapon con-
fiscated from an arrested person. The police 
are required to withhold a gun if, for exam-
ple, they learn that the suspect had com-
mitted a crime in another state since he 
bought it. 

These have been standard law enforcement 
practices in California for years. 

Ashcroft wants to stop such practices, be-
lieving that a gun owner’s right to privacy 
trumps public safety. 

The federal Brady law, requiring the back-
ground check for handgun buyers, requires 
gun dealers to take one peek at an individ-
ual’s criminal record. A buyer with a clean 
record takes the gun home. But if that same 
individual later commits a crime, is slapped 
with a restraining order or becomes men-
tally unstable, Ashcroft has decreed no one 
should know. 

Ashcroft would force California law en-
forcement officials to play Russian roulette 
7,000 times a year when they release a sus-
pect for lack of evidence, spring a parolee 
from prison or discover that a judge has put 
a restraining order on a wife beater who has 
a firearm. Only, in this game, the bullets 
will be aimed at law-abiding citizens. 

For the moment, California Atty. Gen. Bill 
Lockyer and his firearms division chief, 
Randy Rossi, are standing firm, as they 
should, vowing to continue using the NICS 
database to protect Californians despite 
Ashcroft’s vague threats of prosecution. 
Pressure from Sen. Dianne Feinstein’s (D-
Calif.) office may have prompted staffers 
from Ashcroft’s and Lockyer’s offices to 
agree to talk Thursday by telephone in an ef-
fort to end this impasse. 

A large part of Ashcroft’s responsibility is 
protecting the public, not undercutting laws 
that would help him do that job.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO GREENUP COUNTY 
HIGH SCHOOL VARSITY 
CHEERLEADING SQUAD 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I pay 
tribute to the Greenup County High 
School Varsity Cheerleading Squad. On 
February 9, the Greenup County High 
School Varsity Cheerleading Squad 
won the Universal Cheerleading Asso-
ciation’s National Championship in Or-
lando, FL. 

Greenup County High School has a 
long standing tradition of bringing 
home the national title. Over the 
years, Greenup County has been named 
National Champions 11 times, a feat 
that no other high school cheerleading 
program in the country has accom-
plished. 

For the young women on this squad 
this is not just an trophy, it is an affir-
mation that with hard work and deter-
mination, anything is possible. To ac-
complish this goal the members not 
only have to juggle long practices and 
games, but they continue to achieve 
academic excellence. Not only are 
these young women excellent athletes 
and students but they pride themselves 
in giving back to their community for 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 02:32 Mar 08, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07MR6.015 S07PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3369March 7, 2003
support they have received by doing 
community service, fundraising, and 
public relations for their school sys-
tem. The citizens of Greenup County, 
KY are fortunate to have the 2003 Na-
tional Champions living and learning 
in their community. Their example of 
hard work and determination should be 
followed by all in the Commonwealth. 

I am very proud of the accomplish-
ments these young women have made. 
I would like to congratulate the mem-
bers of the Greenup County High 
School Varsity Cheerleading Squad for 
their success. But also, I want to con-
gratulate their peers, coaches, teach-
ers, administrators, and parents for 
their support and sacrifices they’ve 
made to help the Greenup County High 
School Varsity Cheerleading Squad 
make their dreams a reality.∑

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–1446. A communication from the Dep-
uty Congressional Liaison, Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal System, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Equal Credit Opportunity; Regulation B 
(Doc. No. r–1008)’’ received on March 6, 2003; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–1447. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Export Administration, 
Bureau of Industry and Security Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Implementation of the 2002 
Wassenaar Arrangement List of Dual-Use 
Items: Revisions to Categories 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8 and 9 of the Commerce Control List, Gen-
eral Software Note, and Reporting Require-
ments (0694–AC65)’’ received on March 3, 2003; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–1448. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Final Designation and Nondesigna-
tions of Critical Habitat for 42 Plant Species 
From the Island of Molokai, Hawaii; Final 
Rule (RIN 1018–AH08)’’ received on March 3, 
2003; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–1449. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commission, Bureau of Con-
sumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Textile Rules, 16 
C.F.R. Part 303 (RIN 3084–0101)’’ received on 
March 3, 2003; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1450. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Executive Office for Immigra-
tion Review, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Aliens and Nationality; Homeland 
Security; Reorganization of Regulations 
(1125–AA42)’’ received on March 5, 2003; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–1451. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Unit, 
Department for the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Tax Shelter Regulations (RIN 1545–AX81, 

1545–BB49, 1545–BB50, 1545–48, 1545–BB53, 1545–
BB51, 1545–BB52, 1545–AW26, 1545–AX79)’’ re-
ceived on March 3, 2003; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–1452. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Unit, 
Department for the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Transaction w/Significant Book-Tax Dif-
ference, Exceptions (RP–105734–03)’’ received 
on March 5, 2003; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–1453. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Unit, 
Department for the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Exceptions from Loss Transactions (Rp–
105737–03) (Rev. Proc. 2003–24)’’ received on 
March 3, 2003; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–1454. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish & Wildlife & Parks, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Designation 
of Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon 
(1018–AI23)’’ received on March 3, 2003; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works.

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive report of 
committee was submitted:

By Mr. CAMPBELL for the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

*Ross Owen Swimmer, of Oklahoma, to be 
Special Trustee, Office of Special Trustee for 
American Indians, Department of the Inte-
rior.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself and Mrs. 
MURRAY): 

S. 574. A bill to amend part A of title IV of 
the Social Security Act to toll the 5-year 
limit for assistance under the temporary as-
sistance to needy families program for re-
cipients who live in a State that is experi-
encing significant increases in unemploy-
ment; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 575. A bill to amend the Native Amer-

ican Languages Act to provide for the sup-
port of Native American language survival 
schools, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. KYL, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. FITZ-
GERALD, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. REID, and 
Mr. SUNUNU): 

S. 576. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a shorter recov-
ery period for the depreciation of certain 
leasehold improvements; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. SUNUNU): 

S. 577. A bill to establish the Freedom’s 
Way National Heritage Area in the States of 

Massachusetts and New Hampshire, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. AKAKA, and Ms. CANTWELL): 

S. 578. A bill to amend the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 to include Indian tribes 
among the entities consulted with respect to 
activities carried out by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 579. A bill to reauthorize the National 
Transportation Safety Board, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation.

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 3 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3, a bill to prohibit the procedure 
commonly known as partial-birth abor-
tion. 

S. 4 

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 4, a bill to improve access 
to a quality education for all students. 

S. 128 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 128, a bill to assist in the con-
servation of cranes by supporting and 
providing, through projects of persons 
and organizations with expertise in 
crane conservation, financial resources 
for the conservation programs of coun-
tries the activities of which directly or 
indirectly affect cranes. 

S. 270 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 270, a bill to provide for addi-
tional weeks of temporary extended 
unemployment compensation, to pro-
vide for a program of temporary en-
hanced unemployment benefits, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 338 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 338, a bill to protect the flying 
public’s safety and security by requir-
ing that the air traffic control system 
remain a Government function. 

S. 473 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 473, a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify 
the jurisdiction of the United States 
over waters of the United States. 

S. 480 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 480, a bill to 
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provide competitive grants for training 
court reporters and closed captioners 
to meet requirements for realtime 
writers under the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996, and for other purposes. 

S. 486 

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN), the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. DOR-
GAN), the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. ROCKEFELLER), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the 
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), 
the Senator from Louisiana (Ms. 
LANDRIEU), the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Ms. STABENOW), the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) and the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. NELSON) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 486, a bill to provide 
for equal coverage of mental health 
benefits with respect to health insur-
ance coverage unless comparable limi-
tations are imposed on medical and 
surgical benefits. 

S. 488 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 488, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a 5-
year extension of the credit for elec-
tricity produced from wind. 

S. 491 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from New York (Mr. 
SCHUMER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 491, a bill to expand research regard-
ing inflammatory bowel disease, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 539 

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
539, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for border and transportation security 
personnel and technology, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 560 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 560, a bill to impose tariff-rate 
quotas on certain casein and milk pro-
tein concentrates. 

S. RES. 48 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 48, a resolution designating 
April 2003 as ‘‘Financial Literacy for 
Youth Month’’. 

S. RES. 52 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

Res. 52, a resolution recognizing the so-
cial problem of child abuse and neglect, 
and supporting efforts to enhance pub-
lic awareness of the problem.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 574. A bill to amend part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act to toll 
the 5-year limit for assistance under 
the temporary assistance to needy fam-
ilies program for recipients who live in 
a State that is experiencing significant 
increases in unemployment; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to reintroduce legislation, the 
Unemployment Protection for Low-In-
come Families on TANF Act, or UP-
LIFT Act, that will protect low-income 
families who are transitioning from 
welfare to work from losing their wel-
fare benefits during periods of high un-
employment. I want to thank my col-
league, Senator MURRAY, for joining 
me in cosponsoring this important leg-
islation. 

Forcing families off welfare during a 
recession because they cannot find a 
job lacks commonsense. In fact, during 
an economic downturn, which we are in 
right now, low-skilled workers and re-
cently employed workers are more 
likely to lose their jobs, and unfortu-
nately, only 30 to 40 percent of former 
welfare recipients who become unem-
ployed qualify for Unemployment In-
surance. Furthermore, there are 1.5 
million fewer jobs today than there 
were a year ago, when the economic 
downturn began, making it increas-
ingly difficult for these individuals to 
find employment, particularly full-
time employment. 

A single parent receiving welfare as-
sistance while working 30 hours a week 
who loses her job during a recession 
should not be penalized. For families 
like this, welfare is the only unemploy-
ment insurance they have. But, under 
current law, federal welfare time limits 
and work requirements continue to 
apply during periods of high-unemploy-
ment. 

The Unemployment Protection for 
Low-Income Families through TANF 
Act, or UPLIFT Act, would require 
states to disregard federal TANF as-
sistance for all recipients when the na-
tional unemployment rate reaches or 
exceeds 6.5 percent or when a state un-
employment rises by 1.5 percentage 
points over a three-month period. 

Every percentage point increase in 
unemployment results in a welfare 
caseload increase of 5 percent. In addi-
tion to enacting a strong contingency 
fund for states experiencing high un-
employment and increased caseloads, 
Congress must act to ensure that wel-
fare recipients are not time-limited off 
of welfare when the economy is weak 
and jobs are in short supply. In addi-
tion to promoting self-sufficiency, 
TANF programs should be a safety net 

for low-income families who are unable 
to find work or meet their needs. 

My legislation will help parents who 
are trying to transition from welfare to 
work, but are unable to find work dur-
ing a weak economy, to provide for 
their families without the fear of los-
ing cash assistance. The TANF pro-
gram is not only about moving people 
from welfare to work, it is also about 
reducing poverty and helping families 
in need. 

While welfare reform has succeeded 
at moving thousands of people into 
work, its success has come in strong 
economic times. As people reach their 
5-year time limits, we can only hope 
they will be able to find jobs in what is 
now a more difficult economy. The re-
ality is that many states are experi-
encing high unemployment right now, 
making it extremely difficult for wel-
fare recipients to find good paying full-
time jobs. We shouldn’t penalize people 
who are trying to transition from wel-
fare to work just because the economy 
is bad. We need to continue to help 
these families build their skills and 
find employment when times are 
tough. 

As Congress acts to reauthorize the 
TANF program I ask my colleagues to 
support legislation that will protect 
families transitioning from welfare to 
work from losing their benefits during 
a recession. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 574

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Unemploy-
ment Protection for Low-Income Families 
on TANF Act of 2003’’ or the ‘‘UPLIFT Act of 
2003’’. 
SEC. 2. DISREGARD OF MONTHS OF ASSISTANCE 

RECEIVED DURING PERIODS OF 
HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(a)(7) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 608(a)(7)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(H) DISREGARD OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED 
DURING PERIODS OF HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In determining the num-
ber of months for which an adult has re-
ceived assistance under a State or tribal pro-
gram funded under this part, the State or 
tribe shall disregard any month in which the 
State is determined to be a high unemploy-
ment State for that month. 

‘‘(ii) DEFINITION OF HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 
STATE.—For purposes of clause (i), a State 
shall be considered to be a high unemploy-
ment State for a month if it satisfies either 
of the following criteria: 

‘‘(I) STATE RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT.—The 
average—

‘‘(aa) rate of total unemployment (season-
ally adjusted) in the State for the period 
consisting of the most recent 3 months for 
which data are available has increased by 
the lesser of 1.5 percentage points or by 50 
percent over the corresponding 3-month pe-
riod in either of the 2 most recent preceding 
fiscal years; or 
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‘‘(bb) insured unemployment rate (season-

ally adjusted) in the State for the most re-
cent 3 months for which data are available 
has increased by 1 percentage point over the 
corresponding 3-month period in either of 
the 2 most recent preceding fiscal years. 

‘‘(II) NATIONAL RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT.—
The average rate of total unemployment 
(seasonally adjusted) for all States for the 
period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all States are pub-
lished equals or exceeds 6.5 percent. 

‘‘(iii) DURATION.—A State that is consid-
ered to be a high unemployment State under 
clause (ii) for a month shall continue to be 
considered such a State until the rate that 
was used to meet the definition as a high un-
employment State under that clause for the 
most recently concluded 3-month period for 
which data are available, falls below the 
level attained in the 3-month period in which 
the State first qualified as a high unemploy-
ment State under that clause.’’.

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 575. A bill to amend the Native 

American Languages Act to provide for 
the support of Native American lan-
guage survival schools, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to amend the 
Native American Languages Act to 
provide authorization for the establish-
ment of Native American Language 
Survival Schools. I am pleased to be 
joined in the co-sponsorship of this 
measure by the Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs, Senator 
BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL. 

As part of the United States’ forced 
assimilation policies towards Native 
Americans in the 1880s, the Federal 
Government initiated a system of off-
reservation boarding schools. Native 
American Children were forcibly taken 
from their families and transported 
hundreds of miles to schools were they 
were subjected to efforts to eradicate 
all vestiges of their cultural back-
ground: their hair was cut notwith-
standing the religious importance of 
hair length in most native cultures; 
their clothes were replaced with mili-
tary-style uniforms; they were forbid-
den to practice their native religions; 
and they were punished for speaking 
their native languages. This effort to 
eradicate Indian culture was unsuc-
cessful and the United States eventu-
ally abandoned this policy. However, 
the long-lasting impacts have sepa-
rated generations of Native Americans 
from their native languages. 

The Native American Languages Act 
of 1990 officially repudiated the policies 
of the past and declared that ‘‘it is the 
policy of the United States to preserve, 
protect, and promote the rights and 
freedom of Native Americans to use, 
practice, and develop Native American 
languages.’’ The Native American Lan-
guages Act Amendments of 1992 amend-
ed the Native American Programs Act 
of 1974 to establish a grant program to 
support Native American language 
projects which would be administered 
by the Administration for Native 
Americans, Department of Health and 
Human Services. This bill would bring 

the Nation one step closer to assuring 
the preservation and revitalization of 
Native American languages by sup-
porting the development of Native 
American Language Survival Schools. 

The purpose of this bill is to address 
the effects of past discrimination 
against Native American language 
speakers and to support revitalization 
of such languages through the develop-
ment of Native American Language 
Survival Schools and Native American 
language Nests. In addition, the bill 
seeks to demonstrate the positive ef-
fects of Native American Language 
Survival Schools on the academic suc-
cess of Native American students and 
their mastery of standard English. An 
important component in language revi-
talization is family involvement with 
the Native American Language Sur-
vival Schools, as well as educational 
exchanges among Native American 
Language Survival Schools. Further-
more, the bill provides support for Na-
tive American Language Survival 
School facilities and endowments, the 
development of local and national 
teaching models, and the creation of a 
university-level support center system 
for Native American Language Sur-
vival Schools.

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KYL, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. FITZGERALD, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. REID, and 
Mr. SUNUNU): 

S. 576. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a 
shorter recovery period for the depre-
ciation of certain leasehold improve-
ments, to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
today, joined again by my colleague 
Mr. NICKLES and many others, to intro-
duce important legislation to provide a 
10-year depreciation life for leasehold 
improvements. Leasehold improve-
ments are the alterations to leased 
space made by a building owner as part 
of the lease agreement with a tenant. 

This is a common sense move that 
will help bring economic development 
to cities and towns around the country 
that want to revitalize their business 
districts. It will allow owners of com-
mercial property to remodel their 
buildings to better meet the business 
needs of their communities—whether 
for new computer ports and data lines 
for high-tech entrepreneurs, or better 
lighting and sales space for retailers. 

In actual commercial use, leasehold 
improvements typically last as long as 
the lease—an average of 5 to 10 years. 
However, the Internal Revenue Code 
requires leasehold improvements to be 
depreciated over 39 years—the life of 
the building itself. 

Economically, this makes no sense. 
The owner receives taxable income 
over the life of the lease, yet can only 
recover the costs of the improvements 
associated with that lease over 39 
years—a rate nearly four times slower. 

This preposterous mismatch of income 
and expenses causes the owner to incur 
an artificially high tax cost on these 
improvements. 

The bill we are introducing today 
will correct this irrational and uneco-
nomic tax treatment by shortening the 
cost recovery period for certain lease-
hold improvements from 39 years to a 
more realistic 10 years. The proposal 
being offered today would apply to 
property placed in service after Sep-
tember 10, 2004, in order to provide a 
smooth transition from the temporary 
bonus depreciation system enacted as 
part of the Job Creation and Worker 
Assistance Act of 2002. 

This legislation would more closely 
align the expenses incurred to con-
struct improvements with the income 
they generate over the term of the 
lease. By reducing the cost recovery 
period, the expense of making these 
improvements could fall more into line 
with the economics of a commercial 
lease transaction, and more building 
owners would be able to adapt their 
buildings to fit the needs of today’s 
business tenant. 

It is good for the economy to keep 
existing buildings commercially viable. 
When older buildings can serve tenants 
who need modern, efficient commercial 
space, there is less pressure for devel-
oping greenfields in outlying areas. 
Americans are concerned about pre-
serving open space, natural resources, 
and a sense of neighborhood. The cur-
rent law 39-year cost recovery period 
for leasehold improvements is an im-
pediment to reinvesting in existing 
properties and communities. 

Shortening the recovery period will 
make renovation and revitalization of 
business properties more attractive. 
That will be good not just for property 
owners, but also for the economic de-
velopment professionals who are work-
ing hard every day to attract new busi-
nesses to empty downtown storefronts 
or aging strip malls. And it will be 
good for the architects and contractors 
who carry out the renovations. 

I urge all Senators to join us in sup-
porting this legislation to provide ra-
tional depreciation treatment for 
leasehold improvements.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, today I 
am joining my colleague from North 
Dakota, Mr. CONRAD, in introducing 
legislation to provide that leasehold 
improvements are depreciated over 10 
years instead of the current-law 39 
years. Leasehold improvements are 
modifications to the interior of rental 
space, either office or retail space, not 
residential real estate, made by a 
building owner as part of a lease agree-
ment with a tenant. These improve-
ments include electrical and commu-
nications outlets, data ports, floor cov-
erings, fire and security systems, and 
internal walls. 

Under the current depreciation sys-
tem, leasehold improvements to rental 
property are depreciated over the same 
time period as the building itself—39 
years. However, this 39 year depre-
ciable life does not reflect the actual 
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life of these improvements. Lease 
terms average 7 to 10 years for office 
space and 3 to 5 years for retail space. 
Building owners typically must remove 
any leasehold improvements they have 
made to a property at the end of the 
lease term. Or, in the case of a lease re-
newal, tenants frequently demand that 
owners make improvements to the 
property as a condition of renewing the 
lease. Requiring business owners to de-
preciate these improvements over 39 
years leads to a mismatch of income 
and expenses, thereby increasing the 
tax consequence of making such im-
provements. The long depreciation pe-
riod simply makes no economic sense. 

I believe that our tax laws should be 
updated to treat leasehold improve-
ments in a more rational manner. That 
is why my colleague and I are intro-
ducing legislation to reduce the depre-
ciable life of these improvements from 
39 years to 10 years. By reducing the 
time period over which leasehold im-
provements are depreciated, our bill 
will more accurately align income and 
expenses related to rental property, 
and will mitigate the tax disincentives 
to modernizing commercial buildings. 

In last year’s economic stimulus bill 
Congress provided some relief to own-
ers of rental property by allowing a 30 
percent depreciation bonus for quali-
fied leasehold improvements. However, 
this relief is only partial and is tem-
porary. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues to enact my legislation 
that will provide more rational tax-
treatment of leasehold improvements 
on a permanent basis. By so doing, we 
will take an incremental step toward 
modernizing the tax code’s outdated 
depreciation rules.

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. 
SUNUNU): 

S. 577. A bill to establish the Free-
dom’s Way National Heritage Area in 
the States of Massachusetts and New 
Hampshire, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce legislation to establish the 
Freedom’s Way National Heritage Area 
in New Hampshire and Massachusetts. 
The bill is cosponsored by Senator 
KENNEDY, Senator GREGG and Senator 
SUNUNU. 

The bill proposes to establish a na-
tional heritage area including 36 com-
munities in Massachusetts and six 
communities in New Hampshire. The 
area has important cultural and nat-
ural legacies that are important to 
New England and the entire Nation. I 
want to highlight just a few of the rea-
sons I believe this designation makes 
sense. 

The Freedom’s Way is an ideal can-
didate because it is rich in historic 
sties, trails, landscapes and views. The 
land and the area’s resources are pieces 
of American history and culture. The 
entire region, and especially places 
like Lexington and Concord, is impor-

tant to our country’s founding and our 
political and philosophical principles. 
Within the 42 communities are truly 
special places. These include the Min-
uteman National Historic Park, more 
than 40 National Register Districts and 
National Historic Landmarks, the 
Great Meadows National Wildlife Ref-
uge, Walden Pond State Reservation, 
Gardener State Park, Harvard Shaker 
Village and the Shirley Shaker Village. 

In addition, there is strong grass-
roots support for this designation. The 
people of these communities organized 
themselves in this effort and have now 
turned to us for assistance. I hope we 
can provide it. Supporters include 
elected officials, people dedicated to 
preserving a small piece of American 
and New England history, and local 
business leaders. It is an honor to help 
their cause. 

Finally, I am very pleased that Sen-
ators from both Massachusetts and 
New Hampshire have embraced this 
proposal. I thank Senators KENNEDY, 
GREGG, and SUNUNU.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. AKAKA, and Ms. 
CANTWELL): 

S. 578. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to include Indian 
tribes among the entities consulted 
with respect to activities carried out 
by the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Affairs. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill that would 
amend the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 to include Indian tribal govern-
ments amongst the governmental enti-
ties that are consulted with respect to 
activities carried out by the Secretary 
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. This bill is entitled the ‘‘Tribal 
Government Amendments to the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002’’, and I 
am pleased to be joined in the sponsor-
ship of this measure by the Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Indian Af-
fairs, Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMP-
BELL, as well as our colleagues Senator 
DANIEL AKAKA, and Senator MARIA 
CANTWELL. 

The amendments proposed in this 
measure were developed in consulta-
tion with the Senate Government Af-
fairs Committee in the last session of 
the Congress but were not included in 
the final version of the Act because of 
the procedural posture of the bill as it 
came to the Senate from the House of 
Representatives. 

There are 260 miles of tribal lands 
which form our northern and southern 
borders with Canada and Mexico, and 
along those border lands, tribal govern-
ments are the principal and frequently 
the only law enforcement presence 
with the capacity to protect those bor-
ders and to assure the safety of our 
homeland. In addition, there are hun-
dreds of miles of tribal lands that bor-
der the waters surrounding the United 
States, and there too, tribal law en-
forcement is the first line of defense 
for purposes of homeland security. 

In the Homeland Security Act of 2002, 
tribal governments are included in the 
definition of ‘‘local governments’’. As 
we all know, local governments are po-
litical subdivisions of the States. In 
contrast, tribal governments are recog-
nized as separate sovereigns under the 
United States Constitution that do not 
derive their sovereign status from the 
States, and accordingly, we believe 
that Federal law should continue to re-
flect the legal distinction between 
local governments that are political 
subdivisions of the States and tribal 
governments. 

Accordingly, these amendments 
would remove tribal governments from 
the definition of ‘‘local governments’’ 
as currently set forth in the Act, and 
insert tribal governments in the appro-
priate and relevant sections of the Act. 

There can be no doubt that tribal 
governments have a critical role to 
play in our Nation’s homeland security 
efforts and the protection of our land 
and water borders. Thus, this measure 
also makes clear that for purposes of 
homeland security, the United States 
recognizes the inherent authority of 
tribal governments to exercise jurisdic-
tion currently with the Federal govern-
ment to assure that applicable crimi-
nal, civil and regulatory laws are en-
forced on tribal lands.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON). 

S. 579. A bill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 579
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Transportation Safety Board Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003’’. 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) FISCAL YEARS 2003–2006.—Section 1118(a) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’; and 
(2) by striking ‘‘such sums to’’ and insert-

ing the following: ‘‘$73,325,000 for fiscal year 
2003, $78,757,000 for fiscal year 2004, $83,011,000 
for fiscal year 2005, and $87,539,000 for fiscal 
year 2006. Such sums shall’’. 

(b) EMERGENCY FUND.—Section 1118(b) of 
such title is amended by striking the second 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘In ad-
dition, there are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to in-
crease the fund to, and maintain the fund at, 
a level not to exceed $3,000,000.’’. 

(c) NTSB ACADEMY.—Section 1118 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) ACADEMY.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 

to be appropriated to the Board for necessary 
expenses of the National Transportation 
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Safety Board Academy, not otherwise pro-
vided for, $3,347,000 for fiscal year 2003, 
$4,896,000 for fiscal year 2004, $4,995,000 for fis-
cal year 2005, and $5,200,000 for fiscal year 
2006. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended. 

‘‘(2) FEES.—The Board may impose and col-
lect such fees as it determines to be appro-
priate for services provided by or through 
the Academy. 

‘‘(3) RECEIPTS CREDITED AS OFFSETTING COL-
LECTIONS.—Notwithstanding section 3302 of 
title 31, any fee collected under this para-
graph—

‘‘(A) shall be credited as offsetting collec-
tions to the account that finances the activi-
ties and services for which the fee is im-
posed; 

‘‘(B) shall be available for expenditure only 
to pay the costs of activities and services for 
which the fee is imposed; and 

‘‘(C) shall remain available until expended. 
‘‘(4) REFUNDS.—The Board may refund any 

fee paid by mistake or any amount paid in 
excess of that required.’’. 

(c) REPORT ON ACADEMY OPERATIONS.—The 
National Transportation Safety Board shall 
transmit an annual report to the Congress on 
the activities and operations of the National 
Transportation Safety Board Academy. 
SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES OF PAS-

SENGERS INVOLVED IN AIRCRAFT 
ACCIDENTS. 

(a) RELINQUISHMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE PRI-
ORITY.—Section 1136 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(j) RELINQUISHMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE PRI-
ORITY.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—This section (other 
than subsection (g)) shall not apply to an 
aircraft accident if the Board has relin-
quished investigative priority under section 
1131(a)(2)(B) and the Federal agency to which 
the Board relinquished investigative priority 
is willing and able to provide assistance to 
the victims and families of the passengers 
involved in the accident. 

‘‘(2) BOARD ASSISTANCE.—If this section 
does not apply to an aircraft accident be-
cause the Board has relinquished investiga-
tive priority with respect to the accident, 
the Board shall assist, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, the agency to which the Board 
has relinquished investigative priority in as-
sisting families with respect to the acci-
dent.’’. 

(b) REVISION OF MOU.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the National Transportation Safety Board 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall revise their 1977 agreement on the in-
vestigation of accidents to take into account 
the amendments made by this section and 
shall submit a copy of the revised agreement 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 
SEC. 4. RELIEF FROM CONTRACTING REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR INVESTIGATIONS SERV-
ICES. 

Section 1113(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Statutes;’’ in paragraph 
(1)(B) and inserting ‘‘Statutes, and, for inves-
tigations conducted under section 1131, enter 
into such agreements or contracts without 
regard to any other provision of law requir-
ing competition if necessary to expedite the 
investigation;’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) The Board, as a component of its an-

nual report under section 1117, shall include 
an enumeration of each contract for $25,000 
or more executed under this section during 
the preceding calendar year.’’.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee be authorized to con-
duct a hearing in Room 628 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, Friday, 
March 7, 2003, from 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

APPOINTMENT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair, pursuant to Executive Order 
12131, appoints the following Members 
to the President’s Export Council:

The Senator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN). 
The Senator from Missouri (Mr. TALENT).

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on today’s Executive Calendar: Cal-
endar Nos. 50, 51, 57, 58, and 59. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then return to legisla-
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Eugene James Corcoran, of New York, to 

be United States Marshal for the Eastern 
District of New York for the term of four 
years. 

Humberto S. Garcia, of Puerto Rico, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Puerto Rico for the term of four years. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Stephen A. Cambone, of Virginia, to be 

Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence. 
AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. John D.W. Corley, 9553
ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601, and to be a Senior Mem-
ber of the Military Staff Committee of the 
United Nations under title 10, U.S.C., section 
711: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Walter L. Sharp, 4862

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 10, 
2003 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 2 p.m., 
Monday, March 10. I further ask unani-
mous consent that following the prayer 
and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and the Senate 
then resume executive session for the 
consideration of the nomination of 
Miguel Estrada. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate proceeds to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 19, S. 3, the 
partial-birth abortion bill, under the 
order entered into yesterday, the time 
from 5 to 6 p.m. be equally divided be-
tween Senator SANTORUM or his des-
ignee and the minority leader or his 
designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. FRIST. For the information of 
all Senators, on Monday, the Senate 
will once again resume consideration 
of the Estrada nomination. We will 
continue to pursue an agreement to 
allow for an up-or-down vote which is 
the end point for this nomination. At 5 
o’clock on Monday, the Senate will 
begin consideration of S. 3, the partial-
birth abortion bill. A number of Sen-
ators have indicated they will be avail-
able to make their opening statements 
on that bill during Monday’s session. 
As a reminder, the first rollcall vote of 
Monday’s session will occur at 6 p.m. 
on the nomination of Gregory Frost to 
be a U.S. District Judge for the South-
ern District of Ohio. 

I thank all Members for their atten-
tion. 

Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, Monday after-
noon from 2 until 5 we will be on the 
Estrada nomination again. We have 
had a long, thorough debate on this 
matter. There has been some difficult 
dialog, but it has all been for the advo-
cacy that should be present in the Sen-
ate. What this is leading up to is every-
thing has gone so well at this point, we 
would hope—and I will be here vir-
tually all the time that afternoon—
that there would be no effort to try to 
sneak in a vote when somebody is not 
on the floor or anything like that. I 
think it would really take away from 
what has happened here. I continue to 
ask that question. 

I am not sure that there will be peo-
ple from the Judiciary Committee 
available all that afternoon. That 
means I will have to cover that. There 
are times when I am indisposed for var-
ious reasons. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we can as-
sure the other side that we will be en-
gaged just in discussion on the Estrada 
nomination and have no intention to 
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be voting during that period. We will 
be continuing the very important dis-
cussion on the nomination itself. 

My goal in that discussion next week 
is to begin to talk, not to extend what 
has been a very good debate, but have 
a discussion on this nomination in 
terms of the constitutional signifi-
cance of advice and consent. Monday, 
hopefully in the afternoon, some of 
that discussion will begin, and then 
also continue that through Tuesday. 

I do thank the assistant minority 
leader and really the whole other side 
of the aisle. We have had a productive 
week. We made real progress to com-
plete the treaty yesterday, a very im-
portant initiative. I look forward to 
next week being a productive week. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, the other question I 
have is, I learned yesterday that there 
may be an effort on Tuesday morning 
from 11 to 12:30 to get back on Estrada, 
talking about some constitutional 
issues people think are there. That is 
fine. I was just wondering if that, in 
fact, is the case because the Judiciary 
Committee members want to plan their 
schedules if in fact that were the case. 

Mr. FRIST. That is the time that has 
been set aside, similar to today. There 
had been a request from both sides of 

the aisle today to spend time talking 
about the issue that has been dis-
cussed; that is, Iraq and the events 
there. Similarly, people have asked, 
well, we have been on Estrada, but why 
don’t we take a period of time to give 
focus to the big issues that affect the 
institution in terms of advice and con-
sent and balance of power. In response 
to that, we have set aside this period 
between 11 o’clock and 12:30 on Tues-
day. It is my hope that we have many 
Senators here to participate in that de-
bate because I look forward to it. The 
whole purpose is to set that period 
aside. We will discuss the best way to 
construct that between both sides. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, through 
you to the leader, I extend my appre-
ciation for his courtesy, as usual. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 2 P.M., 
MONDAY, MARCH 10, 2003 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in adjournment under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 1:47 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
March 10, 2003, at 2 p.m.

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 7, 2003:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

STEPHEN A. CAMBONE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNDER 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE’S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

EUGENE JAMES CORCORAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF NEW YORK FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

HUMBERTO S. GARCIA, OF PUERTO RICO, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF PUERTO RICO 
FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. John D.W. Corley 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601, 
AND TO BE A SENIOR MEMBER OF THE MILITARY STAFF 
COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED NATIONS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTION 711: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Walter L. Sharp 
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